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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
wAso4ING roN t1 c z0548

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

The Head Start program has evolved from a demonstration
project into the largest preschool child development program
in this country. This .report discusses how funding problems
and an inadequate management control system could affect
enrollment levels and program quality.

The, Department Health and Human Services (FIRS) was asked
to comment on a draft of this report, but was unable to do so
within the 30 days required by Piblic Law 96-226. Therefore,
we are publishing the report without official agency comments.

We are sending copies of-this report to the 15irector,
Offr'ce of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of HHS.

I

-,411.1160//

Acting Comp r9lIer General
of-the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CO'GRESS

D I G'E S T

HEAD START: AN EFFECTIVE%PROGRAM
BUT THE FUND DISTRIBUTIONFORMULA
NEEDS REVISION AND MANAGEMENT
CONTROLS NEED IMPROVEMENT

Since Head Start was established in 1965, it has
progressed from a demonstration project to become
the largest comprehensive preschool child develop-
ment program in the United States. In fiscal
year 1980, the program was providing services to
about 373,000 children'and their families located
in all States, the District of Colambia, the
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam,, and the
Pacific Islands Trust Territory.

Studies performed early in the program's history,
when about two-thirds of the total enrollment
was in summer projects, tended to show that Head
Start participants were not appreciably different,
developmentally from their non-Head Start peers
once they reached elementary school. However,
summer enrollment has declined to about 4 percent
of the total enrollment while full-year projects
predominate, and more recent studies show gen-
erally favorable results concerning the effective-
ness of the Head Start program. Required services
are being delivered to a high percentage of pro-
gram participants, and good results are being
achieved in all program components. (See p. 7.)
However, grantees in some States have not received
sufficient additional funding to offset rapidly
escalating operating costs (see p. 16), and a
trend of service reductions has developed. (See
p. 31.) In addition, the syseem of management
control is not yet adequate to serve the needs
of the program. (See p.A42.)

PROBLEMS WITH ALLOCATING
FUNDS AMONG STATES

The Congress established a mandatory formula in
1975 for allocating the Head' Start annual appro-
priation to all States and territories, the
Indian and Migrant Program Division, and the
Office of the Secretary of the Department -of
Heal ti and Human Services (HHS) for discretion-
ary ase. The Cormula was,Intended to gradually
correct some imbalances in the distribution of
Head Start funds among States- -some with large
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poverty populations were rkceiving less funding
than other States with sTarter poverty populations.

Tice I975 formula was use,i to allocate funds to
States in fiscal years 1976 and 1977, but congres-
sional reviec., of HIHS' proposed allocation of the
fiscal year 1978 appropriation lisclosel that H1!S
--ay not have interpreted tree legislative formula
in accordance with con/ressional intent. (See
pp..2r1 to 22.) :ne 1978..Teal Start reauthorization
le4IsIatior also revised 're 1975 allocatioT, for-
-Jla and :Drovi-1e: instyL;c*ons for

State

. --e ea_; Start f_4n!in c. fiscal year 1978
a- ITTease of $150 -111.or er t-e !is-

.al year 1977 f_niin-1 :eve:. ;-,o_t 75 -nerve -t -f

increase ,,as for epasio of e-r-11-eT.-,
re-aiaer .as cor i-orease- otoer'1:11--1

,as
eE ;979, so -e e-r-li-ert

operag cos': -e
pr to ora^tees ranlrng fro,- 4.0,4 to 8.3

cent. :n fiscal year 198r,, a- ad-litional
555 was f,rae.; cut_ S plannel nc e--
roll-ent e>pansions r,eca,se all the new fns
were needej Ly lrantees to offset higher operat-
ing costs. The fiscal year 1981 fullin/ of
582r.) rillion represents an increase of -"35.
lion, or 11.6 percent aroJe furciinT1 le-el

for year 1980.

SA, note; tnat the relistrir,uti4A of increased
ea-1 Start funlin/ in 197.8, 1979, anc 1980 has
teen lone in accordance with the congressionally
-an latel f'..,rmula and is resulting in a
shifting of funds among the States rased 0%
poverty populations. (See pp. 24 an3 25.) h70J-

e .'er, many States have not received ,sufficient
.new funding to increase their head Start enroll-
r-,ents in accordance with congressional intent.
In aidition, since the operating cost increases
have not always been sufficient to offset tAe
higher costs and vaintairi program quality, en-
rollment reductions occurred in fiscal years 1979
dr,1 1980. As a result, the actual percent of
eligible childrti served by fi.,,ad Start in 1980
(19.5 percent) is a1-out the same as the percent
served before the r.'.a)-)r expansion in 3978 (18.9
per,2ent). ,(See p. 28.)

11



-_,PECOMME%DATIONS TO THE CO%GRESS
MD

GAO recommends that the Congress conti3er modify-
ing the funding distribution formula to ensure
that sufficient operating cost increases are
provided to all States so that grantees can
maintain their enrollment and service levels be-
fore any funds are provided for expansion of
enrollments. The Congress should also consider
placing a moratorium on further expansion of Head
Start until suck time that sufficient funding
is made available to expand enrollment and to
,provide operating cost increases to all States.
(See'p. 30.)

REDUCTIONS IN SERVICES TO
PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

Head Start legislation requires that programs
and projects be operated in accordance with its
performance standards. These standards estal9lish
the functions, activities, and faciliti6s required
to meet the goals and objectives of the probram.
(See pp. 31 and 32.) However, GAO found that pro-
gra; quality is being threatened by a trend to re-
duce comprehensive services to children and famil-
ies because of insufficient funding to maintain
service levels while operating costs are escalat-
ing. These reductions include the weeks of class-
room operation per year, the hoyrs of opelration
per day, the numbers of paid positions, and many
other c_ltracks (See pp. 32 to 37.)

any grantees, however, are not finding it neces-
sary to reduce services. This condition points
to the need for the Administration on Children,
Youth, and Families to gather and analyze
grantees' costs of services. The Administration
uses average Federal cost per child as the basis
for assessing the performance of its grantees
and when making project funding decisions. 00'4
ever, GAO found that the average Federal cost
per child varies a great deal countrywide and
believes that it is not an adequate basis for
funding decisions. (See pp. 39 and 40.) Because
full-year programs may operate as little as 4R0
hours or,as much asp, 1,440 hours per ylar, a more
accurate unit of cost for analysis purposes is
the annual cost per child/per hour of contact.

That Shunt
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF HHS

6

GAO recommends that the Secretary direct the
Commissioner of the Administration on Children,
You4th, and-Families to:

- -Gather and analyze aata on the average cost per
child and per child contact hour to assist its
regional offices to make the.most equitable dis-
tributiOn of Federal funds to grantees within
their regions. CSee p. 41.)

- -Initiate an effort to gather infIrmation frorti

grantees on reductions in Head Start services to
children and their families to ascertain the ex-
tent of service reductions nationwide. (See p.
41.)

MANAGEMENT CONTROL
SYSTEM PR9BIZMIS

A management control system helps to carry out all
duties and responsibilities as efficiently and
economically as possible. The more important
elements of such a system are organization, poli-
cies, procedures, personnel, planning, accounting,
reporting, and evaluation. Although the Adminis-
tration on Children, Youth, and- Families has taken
some actions toward establishing a management con-
trol system, GAO found that they are not yet ade-
quate to serve the neeas of the Head Start program
because:

--There is no ormal 'overall long-range planning
system. S e long-range planroeng was done in
the past, and some planning for certain program.
components and administrative functions is now
being done. (See p. 44 to 48.)

--Head Start has no computerized system for col-
lecting current program and financial informa-
tion about its grantees into a common data base
which can be accessed by regional and headquy-
ters management. Head Start could benefit in di

\Several ways from a well designed computerized
'information system. (See pp. 48 to 53.)

--Monitoring of grantees' performance is accom-
plished through three formal monitoring systems
supplemented by less formal processes. Although

iv



they are fundamentally sound, the formal moni-
toring systems are not working as well as
they should and do not provide adequate informa-
tion to determine whether grantees are operat-
ing in compliance with peesciibed performance
standards and Federdl grant provisions. In
addition, many grantees have not been in come- k
pliance with program requirements for long time
periods. (See pp. 53 to 72.)

- -Head Start staffing and funding for sal ries and
expenses have not kept pace with incre ses in
program responsibilitis since the ear y 1970s.
(See pp. 73 to 81.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF HHS

Tne Secretary should (I) direct the Commissioner
of the Administration on Children, Youth, and
Families to develop and implement an overall
planning system for Head Start covering all pro-
gram components and major functions and (2)
assure that 'sufficient resources are ayeailable,
to operate the system. (See p. 48.)

The Secretary should also direct the commissioner,
to:

- -To develop and implement a management information
system for Head'Start. (See p. 5.)

- -Take several actions needed to imp#ove the three
formal systems used in monitoring the perform-
ance of Head Start grantees and to bring grantees
into compliance with program requirements. (See
pp. 72 and 73.)

The Secretary .should also direct the Assistant Sec-
retary for Human Development Serviced to determine
the staffing and other administrative requirements
of the Head Start program, and if the Assistant
Secretary finds that the Head Start program does
not have the resources it needs, and if resources
can be made available, GAO recommends that the Sec-
retary furnish the staff and other resources neces-
sary for the program to carry out its responsi-
bilities. (See p. 82.)

Tau Sheet
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HHS was asked to comment on a draft of this re-
port, but was unable to do so within the 30 days
required by Public Law 96-226. Therefore, GAO
published the report without official agency
comments.
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CHAPTER 1

INTROS CTION

The Head Start program in fiscal year 1980 completed its
1.6th year of operation. During this period, it has undergone
number of changes in its organizational affiliation, fuhding prdc- '

esses, policies, and operational procedures. Today the program is
the largest comprOhensive preschool child development program in
the Unitei States, having progressed from a demonstration project
to an ongoing service program.

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE PRQGRAM.

Head Start was established in 1965 by the Office of Economic
Opportunity (0E0)runder general authority of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2781). A basic concept of this act
was the development of local community programs designed to eradic-
ate poverty through the reduction of its causes. Head Start was
to address problems of young children in poverty, includind
poor nutrit on, health status, and educational performance, before
the child's entrance into the formal educational system. Founders
of the, program believed that by alleviating these problems, poor
ohildren would be better equipped to learn and would have Improved
chances to break the cycle of poverty. Subsequently, Head Start
became an expethimental demonstration program providing health,
ducational, riutritional, social, and other services, primarily
economically disadvantaged preschool children, their families,

an their communities. Head Start has also been required to pro-
vicle for direct parental participation in various aspects of the
program.

Head Start began in 1965 as an 8-week summer program intended
to Serve 100,000 poor children. However, local community response
was so great that the progrant actually served over 560,000 children,
that first summer in s.'- 240 of the poorest counties in the United
Spates (primarily in utheast). Since that time, Head Start
hIs'evolved into th t Federal child development program, and
in fiscal year 1980, a t 95 percent or 357,000V the total
373,000 children ehrofled participated in the Head Start program
,for a full academic year. 1,

ORGANIZATJON FOR PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

Head Start was administered byl0E0 until July 1969, when the
President delegated responsibility for the program to the Department

1



of clealth and Iruman Services (iHS) 1/ be se a study showe I that
HHS should provide a more surtaple administrative framework ani
was already operating several other -Crndld-related programs along
with resebarch efforts which 5oald benefit Start. The Office
of Child Development (OCU) was establish9d'oby HHS and located in
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administration, office

ti of the Secretary, to administer Head Start and develop policies
for program operations, financial planning, and evaluation. In

April 1973, OCD was made parrt of the newly established Office of
Human Development. After.opertiting for about 5 years following
delegation from 0E0, the Congress recognized the transfer of Head
Start to 'ulS in the Community Services Act of 1974 (Public Law
93-644). In August 1977, OCD was, renamed the Adrini tration for
Children, Youth, and Families (ACYF) .

HHS' 10 regional offices minister Head Start through grants
to local nonprofit organizationl, such as community action aaencies,
school districts, and Indian tribes. The 19 regional offices are
responsible for processing grant applications, providing technical
assistance to grantees, and monitoring arantees' operations. "any
grantees operate the prograN tIlemselves and others contract with
organizations, referred to as delegate agencies, for all or part
of program operations. As of fiscal year a979 there were about
1,180 grantees and about 697 delegate agencies. Grantees and dele-
gate agencies generally provile services at different locations
throughout their target areas. Each location is called a r:ente-r. I
and each center may have onP nr more classrooms.

Geographic distrAution,
funding, and enrollment

'eal Start programs are located in all States, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the V.Ihrgin Islands, American Samca,
Guam, and the Pacific Islands Tdust Territory. In fiscal year
1980, Head Start was providing services to about 2,100 counties,
or 66 percent of the 3,145 counties in the United States.

federal funds for the program's operation are provided by the
Secretary of HHS, upon approved application, to eligible Head Start
agenciesiand are limited, generally, to 80 percent of the total
costs of the program. During the 16-year period (1965-80), Federal
fundinT for the pro,9ram totaled aboTnt $6.5 billion, and the number
of children served was about 7.5 mAllion. Through the years, as
summer programs have been gradually phased out, total enrollment has
declined from a high of 733,000 in 1966 to about 373,000 in fiscal

1 /Effective May 4, 1980, the Department of HealtY., Education, and
Welfare was redesignated as HHS. }before that date, activities
discussed in this report were the responsibility of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

2
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Iyear 1980. However, Head Start funding h'is increfisel from 5199million in fiscal year 1966 to $820 million in fiscal year 1981.Cost increases are largely because the average cost per chill infull-year programs is about five times as much as the average costper child in summer program*.

HEAD START BASIC LEGISLATION
AND SIGNIFICANT AtCNDMENTS

The Scw9pomic Opportunity Act of .1964, as amended, oriainallyprovi3ei f4r:

a
"A program to be known as 'Project Headstart' focused
..pon children who have not reached the age of compul-
sory school attendance which (a) *ill provide such
'co.nprehensive heairth, nutritional, education, sociala-1 other services 21s the director finds 4111.ail the
children to attain ; their fill potential and (t) v.111provide for direct participation of the parents ofsuch childre^ jr the development, conduct, an, >ier-all direction at the local level."

Legislation also proviieg for a continair.4 evaluation of PalStart programs.

Significant amendents to the pasim lenislation occurred asfollows:

01966

- -Local government oversigN. of programs .vas increased, andfiscal management was strengthened.

- -Federal matching funds were limited to 80 percent of totalprogram costs beginning in fiscal Year 1968.

1967
At

--A three-partlYor:hula for allocating fun ds to States wasprescribed. The Director of 0E0 was allowed discretion
in the use of the formula.

--The "Follow Through" program was established which was tofocus on continued services to kindergarten and elementary
school children who had been enrolled in Head Start.°

1969

-- Participation of nonpoor children was allowed in the HeadStart program.

3
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1972

- -Required that not less than 10 percent of the total enroll-
ment opportunities in Head Start be available for handicapped
children and that services be provided for their special
needs.

From 1975 through 1978, Read Start programs were operated under
the provisions of the Read Start, Economic Dpportunity, and Commun-
ity Partnership Act of 1fl4 (Public Law 93-644), which generally
continued the program as described in the originating legislation
as amended. However, this,legislation contained two significant
changes:

--The formula for allocating funds to'States was restructured
and -lade -andatory for the first time.

- -The requirement in previous law that at least 10 percent of
national enrollmen:, opportunities be available for handi-
capped children was changed to require that the 10-percent
quota be applicable to each State.

Authonzation for continuing the program in fiscal years
1979-81 is contained in Public Law 95-568, enacted November 2, 1978.

_syhis act again continued the program as described, but specifically
aprovidel that Indian and -,igrant Head Start programs should

- -not have available, less funds for fiscal year 1979 and
thereafter than themamounts obligated for their use in fiscal

-year. 1978 and

- -receive cost-of-living adjustments (which shall,eat the
minimum, reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index) in
fiscal year 1979 aret therdafter--this coselof-living
adjustment appl}es only to Indian and migrant Head Start
programs.

INDICATIONS THAT HEAD START HAS PROGRESSED
FROM A DEMONSTRATI?N PROJECT TO AN ONGOING
SERVICE PROGRAM

The continuous growth of congressional funding, along with
the shift in emphasis from summer programs to full-year programs,
and the major enrollment expansion of 1978, indicate that Head
Start has progressed from a demonstration project to an ongoing
service program. Other indications, that Head Start Is now viewed

as an ongoing service program rather than as a demonstration
project, follow:

4
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- -\ congressional mandated,fund allocation formula, estab
llshed for the first tim6'in 1975 and revised In 1978,
which 4as intended to gradually correct major mtalion-
ments of funding among the States that had occu red in the
past.

-- Dialogue during congressional committee hearings concerned
Heal Start's large unmet need of about 80 percent of el'-
gible children not served by head Start, an3 it revealed
congressional intent for continues expansion of ',ea? Start
enrollment.

--Fanling over the past 4 years for operating cost increa -es
to head Start grantees to assist the in -aintaininc enloll-
-ent levels and high quality Head Start programs.

--Continued 3-year extensions of toe 'ead Start progra-
througn fiscal year 1981.

revie4ea t^e -anagement ang ad-inIstratior of Sta.t
''e-:(1,se the Congress has shown considerahle ."retest earl
crilihood anl fa-ily ur Vjective was to deter 'e
4hetrer this program,. wr ich has-prooeessZA over the years fro- a

4 e-onstration protect to an ongoing ser/ice program, is heina
effectively -anaged and adinisterea oy

:ur,Fevlew .included discussions with ey program officials 1--

the 'iffice of Haman Development Services (?'5DS) hoalguarters,
-lead Start, and 5 of the .le !HS regional offices. At these loca-
tions, we also interviewed key pro ram and grants management poi--
sonnel and reviewed numerous program evaluation studies, contractor
reports, departiental audit reports, and other sach docamentary
evidence as the handicap component plan, personnel staffing tales,
budget information, and internal operating reports. These materials
and oral interviews were used to substantiate statements made to us
by progrdm offic'tals to develop what we judged to he accurate narra-
tive descriptions of Head Start's accomplishments and its management
and administrative ,policies and procedures. At all times, we were
permitted unrestricted access to program officials andertaff and
to all Head Start files.

(fur selection of the five Federal regions which we visited was
judgment.al, and it was made to give a broad coverage of progra,9 ad-
ministration and management at the regional level. In making our
selection, we considered the amount of program funding, size of
enrollment, geographic distribution of the grantees, extent of
enrollment expansion in 1978, and evidence of differing management

5
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five regions was $299 i111on, or aoout 50 percent of all 1-lead Start

program funding'. Chillren enrolled in full-year prograr-s in these
regions totaled aoout 172,71') or 50 percent of total Aad Start
full-year enrollment.

To nelp validate statements made to us by headquarters and
regional officals and staff and our own analysis of documentation
obtained at these locations, we interviewed management officials
and staff and re,,'Iewed the fries of 20 head Start grantees in
Alaoana, Colorado, "laryland, Mississippi, vontana, Pennsylvania,
South Dakota, '-tah, and 4yol-ing. These projects are both urban and
rural and, in -Eking our ;udgmental selection, we considered the
opinions of /-1(71F regional manage-ent and other information, such
as evaluation reports indicating that some projects were caparly
-ana4e1 while otners were not.

Ae were -Dt seecihg to deter-Ine how well each 'ead Start gran-
tee was ceing -ana?ed locally, rut rather,- .hetner the overall -ead
Start prograr has an effective -anage-ent control "syster. The proj-
ects .e se.ected ranged in size from a project ,pith an authorized
enrollment of 51 and annual Federal funding of acout $17,000 to a
1)roject ,itn an atnorized enrollment of 4,950, fan-led at over

million d,ring fiscal year 1979. There are about 1,200 gran-
tees in tne ''ead Start progra-, and their characteristics, such as

enro117-,ent, location, and type of sponsorship, are quite
diverse. Our sr-all j_Idg7,ental sample included as many of these
cnarac eris*ics as ossiole and ,as adequate, in our opinion, for

octal ing toe information needed to satisfy our oojective. (See

4p. I for a list of tne ,Irantees and ,rtS regional offices.)

Througnoit tnis report we refer to many reports and studies
cDntlfact_ors and others which we lid not indepenlently

Jalidate, nut 4hicn we founu useful to help support our findin7s
skid conclusions. Several of tnese studies covering a period of
;eats provide the principal support for our conclusion in chapter 2
hat tne -lead Start prograr has denonstrated, its effectiveness.
,ther studies by ,:,11S contractors covering nrore recent time periods
help support our conclusion in chapter 5 that Head Start needs to
complete and strengthen its management control system. The reports
and studies are identified by footnotes.

We also reviewed applicabl.e .earl Start legislation, regula-
tions, and directives and congressional hearings and reports. _In
.1979, we attended the annual meeting of the %ational Head Start
Associat'ion.

We hate rssued fie previous reports identafying prohler-s and;
accomplisflments of the Head Start program. (See app. VII.)

6
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CHAPTER 2

EVALUATIONS HAVE SHOWN THAT

HEAD' START IS AN EFFECTIVE PROGRAM

Results of Head Start are measured in terms of the services
rendered to children and their families and the extent to whish
program objectives 'have been achieved. Many evaluations have been
made throughout the program's existence. The most recent evalua-
tions show that the program has overcome some of its earlier prob-
lems, and IX:, is producing favorable impacts on children, their

, families, and the communities where the programs Operate. Past
evaluations have usually focused on the objectives of one or more
of the,program's components.

OBJECTIVES OF PROGRAM COMPONENTS

Head Start has four major components. In 1975, program per-
formance standards (162 standards for all the program components)
were adopted to furnish criteria for determining whether Head Start
programs were providing the servicesnecessary to meet the goals of
each of these components.

Education at.

The educational program is intended to meet each child's in-
dividual needs. Head Start projects are expected to p'rovide chil-
dren with a learning environment and varied experiences which will
help them develop socially, intellectually, physically, and emotion-
ally in a manner appropriate to their 'age and stage of development
toward the overall goal of social competence.

Health

Comprehensive health services are intended to include a broad
range of medial, dental, mental heal and nutr- itional services
to all enr lled c'ildren, including handicapped. These services

cronsist.of te physical and dental examinations, vision agd
hearing tests, identification of handicapping conditions, and im-
munizations. Mental health professionals should also be available
to Head Start bhildren, their parents, and staff to assess mental
health problems and to provide training and consultation services.
Followup treatment should be provided for all types of health
problems.

111

Nutrition is a separate part of the health component. Many
children entering Head Start have not received proper nutrition at
home. As program participants, they are to be served hot meals and /.
snacks to meet at least one -third of their daily nutritional needs
for part-day participants and one-half of their daily nutritional

7



neels for full-day participants. Trained nutritionists are t-)
assist the Heal Start staff, children, and families to anderstanl
the relationship of nutrition to health and how to apply their new
kflowleige aacat food tc the le-elopment of sound rnoi habits after
leaving the progra-.

Social services

Pecraatment ar enr9114nt of eligible children, regarlless
of race, sex, creel, color, national origin, of handicapping condi-
tion, are to ob:eCtives of the social services Component. (-tiler

objectives include assisting families of enrolled children to im-
prove the gaality of their family lives and referring families to
otner comrunity serice agencies.

rarent involvir-en,_

An essential cart -f every ,ead Start program is the involve-
me t of rarents in Farert el.cation, program plan-ing, and operat-
ing acti/ities. cad Start recognizes parents as the most important
i-fl.ence a chi.d's .1.9:e.cpment, and lead Start pro3eits are ex-
pecteu to pr...vile a prograJ- of eAperiences and activities to support
ani enha-ce the parental role. Performance standards regaire that
parents have the opportunity th he inv_QIed. in the'activities of
each of the oth7er leal`Start program components.

LXTE'.1 ,F PF:GF.A" SEPVL^FS

Program statistics puhlisned in 1980 indicate that meal Start
i,ro:ects cnartrfwile hale reen de11ier:-1g an acceptable level of
services to program participants. "ead 'Start collects program In-
f,rmation from its grantees and delegate agencies through biannual
reports. Information summarized from these reports provides an
Irlication of the extent_ to which a range of Heal Start services
are being delivered to chi.ldren and families.

Fetraary 1980, i,CYF prepared a report for the Secretary of
sammarizing information obtained from over 95 percent of all

.'qtai Start grantees, cqvering the 1978-79 program year. Reported
resu4s and information on components are as follows:

/ Education

--On the average, across all regions, 74 peicent of the
lesirable classroom activities, teacher behaviors, and
resources were.obsered by trained education specialists
to be present in the classrooms of 108 grantees visited.

--Across the regions and classrooms observed, average class
size was 20.4 children, and the average child/payd class-
room staff ratio was 10.3to 1.



--Of the teachers in classrooms observed, 13 percent held
bachelor's degrees in early childhood education, and
12 percent had obtained a ,Thild Development Associates
crelential.

-Eighty-two percent of -eaa Start children had been
medically screened by the ezid of the 1978-79 school year.

-Twenty-five percent of the children screened were identi-
fied as needing medical treatment, and 90 percent of then
receive! treatment by the end of the year.

--Sixty-seven percent of enrolled children received dental
examinations !uring the 1978-79 school rear.

- -Forty-tAo percert of the ft.11!ren receiv.ing dental e,,ami-
-atiors reg,ire dental treatise n.. f these, 88 berner.-
re_eived lental treatment .-1,rin7 tho 19.78-7°1 sccol year.

--Severti-tAo percent of ,iead Start rh;l1ren had completeq
all required immlnizations Ly the end of the 1978-79 school
year.

-Ninety-one percent of "-lead Start programs participated in
Iepartment4 of Agriculture's Chill %utritron Program.

Social services

-Over 50 percent of dead Start farilies ,sere proviie,1 social
services ;'erectly cy Heal Start.

--Nearly 4 percent of Head Start families were referred to
other 41gencies by Head Start, and program personnel followed
up on /host of these families to determine whether needed
socia,1 services were furnished.

Parent involvement

--On the average, for ev.ery 15 children enrolled, 10 Heal
Start parents were providing a volunteer service.

--Twenty-eight percent of Head Start staff paid from Federal
grants are parents of cur'rent or former Heal Start children.

This is the first tabulation of baseline performance data ever
made by Head Start. The result will, of course,Ivary from location
to location, and there are no clAintzt,ative standards against which
these results can he compared. DOI' example, during the 1978-79
school year, 82 percent, of Head Start children had been medically
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screenel. Although this percent seems quite satisfactory, could
It have been Letter? Should more than 25 perQent of Heal Start fa-
milies have beeii referred to social service agencies? In the
absence of 4aantitative standards or historical experience data,
it is not possible to evaluate the adequacy of these service levels.
Lowever, based upon our discussions with grantees and our knowlelne
of their operating difficulties, we believe that the results re-
ported inlicate generally acceptable performance by Head Start pro-
grams.

sruplis INDICATE INCREASES
IN PRuGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Although there are indications that services are hieing provided
by Heal Start programs to Substantial numbers of program partici-
pants, the question remains as to whether,these services are pro-
ducing satisfactory results. Since Head/Start's beginning, many
st+Aies have been made of the program and its fecipients, and dif-
ficulties have been encountered In measuring Head Start results.
Studies performed several years ago tended to show that read Start
participants were nab.: appreciably different, developmentally, from
their non -lead Start peers in the elementary arales. ".lore recent
evaluations have revealed that Heal Start is producing good results
in the program component areas.

In a Jane 12, 1969, evaluation report (probably the best known
of the early studies), the Westinghouse Learning Corporation con-
cluded that

-summer (Head Start) programs appeared ineffective in pro-
ducing any persisting gains in cognitive (intellectual) or
affective (social and emotional) development that could he
detected in the first, seconif-and third grades;

- -full-year programs were marginally effective

grade

//s;
terms of

producing noticeable gains in cognitive development that
could he detected by the measures used in the first, second,
and third grades, but appeared aneffective in promoting
detectable, durable gains in affective developnent; and

--Heal Start children, whether from summer or full-year
programs, appeared to fall below national norms in standard-
ized tests of language development ang, scholastic achieve-
ment. 1/

l'hestinghouse Learning Corporation, The Impact of licad Start, "An
Evaluation of the Lffects of Heal Start on Children's Cognitive
and Affective Development," Executive Summary, Ohio rniversity,
June 1969.

10 .
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At the conclukiondof the Westinghouse study, there were over
420,000.children ( about two-thirds of total Head Start enroll-
ment) in summer programs. However, by fiscal year 1981, planned
enrollment in summer, programs had declined to 15,000, or about
4 percent of the total planned enrollment of 386,000.

In 9ctober 1978, a report of the Consortium for Longitudinal
Studies entitled "Lasting Effects After Preschool" was published
by HHS. This report is a collaborative effort of 12 research
groups conducting longitudinal studies on the outcomes of early
education progrdms, and it summarizes the findings of current
analyses of longitudinal studies of children who participated in
these programs 10 to 15 years earlier. The consortium noted that
some, though not all, of the programs in the study were Head Start
sponsored, that the children were typical of Head Start's popula-
tions, and that current Head Start quality standards are such that
similar curriculums are likely to be part of typical Head Start
programs. They also noted that the programs were similar in the
sense that all were well run, high quality programs. 1/

The consortium concluded that

,* * * high quality early education programs are
likely to benefit both low-income children and the
larger society by: reducing the number of children
in later costly special education programs in schools,
helping children avoid grade failure, Increasing chil-
dren's math achievement scores at fourth grade and IQ
scores at least up to age 13, and influencing aspects
of children's and mothers' achievement orientation." 2/

Ic 1976 the Social Research Group at George Washington Univer-
sity, Washington, D.C., prepared a report for ACYF which compiled
the results of 69 studies since 1969, 3/ and in 1978 an ACYF con-
tractor completed a nationwide study to assess the effects of
Head Start. 4/ The following statements summarize the results
of these evaluations.

1/Irving Lazar and Richard II. Darlington, Co-Directors of Consortium
for Longitudinal Studies, Lasting Effects After Preschool, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, October 1978, pages 4
and 71.

2/Ibid., page 176.

3/Social Research Group, George Washington University, A Review
of Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976.

4/Abt Associates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978.



Impact on the child's
tognitive development

Head Start does not concentrate on academic achievement.
lRather, center directors emphasize improving the child's sense of

self-worth, se onfidence, and sense of efficacy. However,

studies Indic to that children do benefit academically. 1/

--Most studies showed improvement in performance on standard-
ized tests of intelligence or general ability for children

attending full-year programs.

- -Full-year participants performed equal to or better than
their peers when they began regular school, and there were
fewer grade retentions and special-class placements.

- -Head Start full-year programs were'effective in preparing
children for later reading achievement, and intelligence
scores were improved.

--Most research shows that children who participated only in
summer programs did not achieve significant gains. 2/

Impact on the child's
social development

--Head Start participants have not shown positive gains in

self-concept, except in conjunction with a high degree of
parent participation.

--Head Start positively contributes to the development of
socially mature bepiavior.

- -Head Start facilitates child socialization. 3/

- -When the nonacademic aspects of socialPcompetence are meas-
ured, the results, taken as a whole, suggest that Head Start
children are more active, more gregarious, less inhibited,
and more eager to learn than non-Head Start children. 4/

1/Ibid., pages 15"and 16.

2/Social Research Group, George Washington University, A Review _of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 5.

*

3/Ibid., page 9.

4/Abt AssOciatesInc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of

Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978, pages 21 and 22.

12
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Impact on the child's health

- -Children who participated in Head Start had loWer absen-
teeism, fewer cases of anemia, more immunizations, better
nutritional practices, and better health in general than
nonparticipants had, 1/

- -Ninety-eight percent of parentl reported that their Head
Start children had been immunized against DPI' (diptheria,
pertussis, and tetanus), polio, and measles. Thil*high
level contrasts with national estimates that 30 percent
of children entering school are not protected. 2/

Impact on families of
Earticipating children

--Head Start parents have improved their parenting abilities
and approaches to parenthood. They show satisfaction with
the educational gains of their children, 3/ and highly
endorse the program as being helpful to their children and
to themselves. 4/

- -Parental behavior has changed as a result of Head Start.
Some studies report increased positive interactions between
mothers and their children as well as an increase in parent
participation in later school programs. 5/

Impact on the community

- -Communities with a Head Start program experienced institu-
tional changes as a result of thp progrm. 6/ Educational

1/Social Research Group, George Washington Uniersity, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 12.

2/Abt Associates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D,C., March 1978, page 17.

3/Social Research Group, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since,1969, December 1976, page 13.

4/Abt Associates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978, page 2.

5/Ibid., page 20.

6/Social Researce coup, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research' Since 1969, December 1976, page 16.

13
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and health institutions have become concerned with thil needs
and problems of the poor ail linorities, and they have mani-
feSted this concern by revising.curniculums, ichedules, ap-
proaches, -and services. Although these institutions areAt
still not fully te9loonsitae to the poor, Head Start has, to
some extent, achieved its goal of modifying local institu-
tions so they are mbre responsive to the needs and desires
of the Roor. () The Study on which this conclusion is based 4
was completed in 1970, 1/ but another study, completed in
19784walso showsla sigh level of cooperation between Head
Start programs, public schools, and community health re-
source services. 2/

--Parehts of Head Start children increased their involvement
in the community during the period In which their children
':'ere in Head Start, and that involvement was likely to con-
tinue after their children entered regular schobl. 3/

--Countless parenits have used their Head Start experience to
equip themselves for jobs which can and dp-exert a positive
influence ovi the communip.y. At the end of the 1978-79
school year, grantees reported that 28 percent of all em-
ployees in the program nationwide paid from Federal grants
were parents of current or fcirmer Hew/ Start children.
During 1978, 38 percent of Head Start personnel receiving
specialized training in child development were Head Start
parents.

According to several long -time experts in Head Start parent
programs, the number parents who have gone on to become Commun-
ity Action Program diggctors, Head Start dvectors., consultants,'
teachers, State and local government officials, family day care
probiders, and business people Is "overwhelming" and "incalculable."
This indicates that employment in Head Start has released unknown
talents and abilities which have benefited many communities.

1' /Roy Littlejohn Associates-, parent Involvement in Head Start,
Dpartment .of Health, Education, and Welfare, November 1977,
pages 16 and 17.

2/Abt Associates Inc., Ex tive Summary of a National Sur/9y of
He'Sd.--.5tart Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, VZa,shington, March 1978, pagft'es 14 td 17.

3/Social Research Group, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 16.
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This research evidence shows that Head Start has been an .

effective program. There are, undoubtedly, many reasons why this
is true, but based upon our work, in Head Start headquarters, HHS
regional offices, and 20,Head Start projectsjicine States, we
believe that success of the program can be ma irectlyNattributqd
to dedicated program directors, teachers, staff, and volunteers at
the lo9a1 level.

Although there is considerable evidence of program effective-
ness, there are also warning signs because there is a trend devel-
oping among grantees across tli% country to reduce the level of
services provided to children and their families. . (See ch. 4.)
Also, many grantees are not in compliance with program performance
--)standards, and ACYF needs to initiate management improvements to
assure high quality services in the various program component areas.
(See ch. 5.)

1
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CHAPTER 3

THE CONGRESS SHOULD CONISDER FURTHER REVISLON TO

THE METHOD OF DISTRIBUTING FUNDS AMONG STATES

The Congress gave particular attention during the mid-1970s
to the funding of Head Start grantees by

- - establishing a mandatdty fund allocation formula for the
first time in 1975, which was intended to gradually correct
some major misalignments of funding among States that had
occurred;

- -providing additional funding for the first major expansion
of Head Start enrollment in fiscal year 1978;

--revising the 1975 statutory formulas during 1978 to clarify
the congressional intent for application of the formula;

--poviding increased funding for the expansion of Head StarZ. .

in fiscal year 1979; and

--providing increased funding for operating cost increases
to Head Start grantees for ascalyears 1978, 1979, and
16980.

Although use of the statutory formula is accomplishing the re-
distribution of funds intended by the Congress, new funding problems
have surfaced. 'he Congress intendd that all State!' participate
/in the 1978 expansion; however, only 23 States received sufficient
additional funds through application of the formula to increase
Head Start enrollment. Additional funds provided for cost-of-living
increases varied among the States in fiscal yeAws.1979 and 1980.
This caused some grantees that received little or no operating cost
increases in fiscal year 1979 to reduce Head rt enrollment.

In fiscal year 1980, the reduction of Head Start enrollment
became widespread nationwide, because of the high 'rate of inflation,
which exceeded even the highest rate of increased operating costs
provided in l980 under the formula. Nevertheless, expansion oc-
curred in 4dMe States because sufficLent.increased funding was

1111
available through the legislatilie formula, while in other States
enrollmgnt reductions occurred because the funding available through
the for-alula was insufficient to permit expansion. No expansion of
Head Start was planned by HHS for fiscal year bq,E,30.

The expansion of Head Start initiated by the Congress has been
negated by a developing trend of enrollmen reductions among Statqs.
The large unmet need--about 80 percent,bf eligible children not
served by Head Start--has remained virtually unchanged since fiscal

16
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year 1977. The Congress should consider further revision,to the
method of listributing Head Start.funds among the States to assure
that adequate operating cost increases are provided to all States,
so that head Start graae-es can maintain their enrollment levels
and program quality before funds are provided for enrollment ex-
pansion.

m)LurIo% STARr FUNDING

Head Start funding increased from $96 million in 1965 to $47
million in 1977. During this period, Heal Start gradually shifted
from providing services through summer and full-year programs to
primarily full-year programs. Summer enrollment decreased from
its peak level of 573,000 children in 1966 to 26,000 children in
1977, while full-year enrollment increased from 160,000 to 307,00n
childr-on luring the same period. The conversion from summer pro-
grams (about 8 -wee) duration) to full-year progra-ms (8- to 12--onth
luration)--.r-equired increased funding to cover the much greater cost
of full-year programs. For example, in 1970 the average cost per
child in a full-year program was $1,056, which was almost fi .'e ,

times greater than the average cost per child in a summer program.

From 1977 througI 1980, the annual amount made available for
Heal Start increased $260 million to $735 million. The largest
funding increase since 1967 was the $150'million increase for 1978,
which included1about $114 million for the first major expansion of
Head Start enrollment and about $36 million for a 6-percent operat-
ing cost incr.pase to all Head Start grantees. The annual funding
increased by $55 million from 1978 'to 1979, and by another $55 mi l-

`---'T'n for 1980. Operating cost increases to grantees and expansion
of a small number of existing projects-sere funded from the 1979
funding increase. Only operating cost increases were funded.
by the 1980 appropriation increase.

Over the years, the method of distributing the annual Head
Start funding has changed because of congressional concern over
whether each State was allotted an equitable share of available
funds. This concern centered on Head Start funds being heavily
concentrated fn a few States while many States with larger poverty
populations Letved smaller fund allocations. Changes in the fund
distribution method are discussed in the sections that follow.

Early fund allocation methods'

Head Start was started 15y 0E0 in the summer of 1965 as a small
pil9t project to provide educational, medical, nutritional, and
social services`to poor children who would he entering school at
the beginning of the next school year. Head Start projects were
funded in 240' of the 300 poorest counties, which were primarily in
the southeastern United States.

17



In the 1967 amendments to the Loonoric opportunity Act of
1964, the Congress for the first time placed the community action
programs under allotment formula provisions. Beginning in fiscal
year 1968, funds for community action programs and certain special
programs (including Head Start) were to be allotted t'o the State,;
according to a three-pirt formula after no more than 2 percent was
reserved for Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territories, and no more than 20 percent was deserved
for the DEI-J Director's discretionary use. The three-part formula
allotted the remaining funds to States on the basis of the rela-
tive number of

- -public assistance recipients in each 1.--ate compared to all

States,
r-

--,memployed persons in each State compared to all /States,

and

- -related children livina with families with ann.;a1 incomes
of less than 51,000 in each State as ,_ompared to al, States.

- A separate allotment for any of the special programs (including
Heal Start), ho.Xver, coall be made by the OLD Director according
to other criteria, which would assure an equitable distribution of
funds, based on the special needs of the State programs as long as
no State received more than 12-1/2 percent of the funds available
for any program. Adherence to the three-part form.lia had been sub-
ject to the discretion of the Director.

In :base Report No. 95-1151, dated May 15, 1978, the Committee
on Flucation and Labor reported that "During the first ten years
of the program, Heil Start funds were allocated to individual pro-
grams at the discretion of (-)E0 and later, HEw [HH$)." The Senate
Committee on Human Resources stated in its Report No. 95-892, dated
May 15, 1978, that

the Corljressional Research Service and a former
administrator of the Head Start indicated that funds
were directed to States on a subjective and arbitrary
basis. This resulted in Heal Start funds beina heavily
concentrated in only a few States while many other
States with large poverty populations received a dis-
proportionately small allocation of available Head
Start funds."

The most dramatic examples of State allotments that were lis-
1 proportionate,t0 the poverty population factor were Mississippi
and California. In .1970 Mississippi had 37,320 poverty children,
ages 3 to 5, which represented 2 percent of the 1.8 million total
population of eligible children, and it was allotted $32.9 million
which represented 11 percent of the $301.6 million total of State

18
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allotnents. In contrast, c_alifcrnia hal 178,640 eligible covert_}
children orsali-t IC percent of it-e 1.e -illion %-tal pop.alation,
and it *asFllotted $22.5 in 1970, representel per-

cent of the S3u1.6 total if State allDt-ents. Also, i .ertc,

-?1,10 144,81; :poverty childrer or percent of t'-e
tptal, and it was 1115ttel $6.2 -11110n or 2 percent of toe

million total. The i-balarce of funii-g levels a-org otcer
States An3 :-ris:sictions was less ,:ra-at__.

uorgressional concern over sore States recei:inc a -lisprcpor-
tIonate a--nt of funds in relation to 0-hers, resulted I' tl-e

-ongress eetaclisl-i-g a -an-at_ ry formla 'sr -ea: Start,
whict was included a-er--ents to tl-e 0-7munity Ser 'ices
Act of 1774.

.:or-J-,unit Services Act of 1974

The S.3rvices Act
cy -re ---ress Jaruam, 4, 49'5,
SIDtiS affectin7 'ea': Start. 're

f (-,mlic e

o .P -..-ren
aLt

repc1r.ze. _re transfer of -ea. Start Err

--extenie: tre ea: Start progra- a,tnority for fiscal ,ears
.976, any :977: and

--establisel a -andatory for -ula for allot-erit of f.nis
a-or, tne States.

The formula provided for the distri4ution of the annual .ead Stirt
appPopriation as follows:

--First, not more than 2 percent of the total funding was to
be allotted a-on g Guam, American Samoa,.the Trust Territort
of the Pacific Islands, and thd Virgin Islands.

--Second, not more
reserved for use

than 20 percent of the total was to be
at the f-'isCretion of the Seci"etary of d.iS.

--Third, the remainder wa to bedellotted
(including Washington, fr.C., and Puerto
of the'following two-part formula:

1. Dne-half of the re?nalnler was to he allotted on the
basis of the relative number of public assistance
recipients in each State as compared to all States.

among the States
Pico) on the basis

2. The other half of.-Tie remainder was to he allotted on
the basis of the(celative number of related children
living with families with incomes below the poverty line
in each State as compared to all States.

19
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The formula also provided that no State was to 1-e allotted less
funds than it had'obligated for fiscal Year 1975, commonly referred
to as the "hold harmless" clause. The fornula.went into effect.
with the fiscal year 1976 'appropriation.

Congressional review of "HS' proposed allocation of the fiscal
year 1978 Head Strt funding disclosed that HHS may not have inter-
preted the legislative formula accordance with congressional
intent. It was also disclosed treat the formula would not result
ari State reallocations for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 because the
annual Head Start funding for each of these years, after setting
asidertiae authorized reserves, was not larger than *_he' total "hold
rarrless" base for all, States. The Economic opportunity Arendments
of 1978 inclAed more detailed instructions on the application of
the formula to correct perceived misunderstandings on the part of

1978 I..E3ISLAT: F-JR APPR')PRIATI'D:.
AND REA_T-:API ZATION DF :Er" D START

L.; ring 1978, connaessional intent regarding ,'ead Start fun:ling
4as expressed in legis,latiGn for the fiscal year ,1978 funding and
f6r:arenling the Eoonoric Opport...nty Ace- of 19,E,4.

F.kscal year 1978 funding

The :lead Start funding for fiscal year 1978 included an in-
crease of $150 million over the fiscal year 1977 funding level
to be used for operating cost increases and program expansion.
AtoJt. 75 percent of the. $150 million was for expansion ,of Head
Start, and the remainder was for cost-of-living Increas,es for
existing grantees/. Major expansion of Head Start enrollment was
in accord.ince with the congressional intent stated by 'the House
Committee on Appropriations in House Report No. 95-381, dated
4une 2, 1977:

' "The Committee recommends $595 million for the Head
Start Program, an increase of $110 million over the
budget request, and an Increase of $120 million over 1

/ the amount appropriated for fiscal year 1977. It is
intended that the total amount of increased fun s

over 1977 be used for local Head Start project pera-
tions, with about S30 million to cover increase in
minimum wage and cost-of-living, and about $90 million
for program expansion. * * The Committee recognizes
that Head Start program has been a very successful

. program and should serve more than the 15 percent of
eligible children currently enrolled. The number of-
children served each year has not increased since
190 And t funds provided for program expansion is
a step in ,hepdirection of meeting the need for
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aUditional families and o}-,iliren to participate in the
plogra-. It is expected that at least 60,00c additional
=lildren`4111 receive-full year services 414A the in-
_reased f4rcling provided, and tnat -cst of ti-ese chil-
!re: will be served by existing 'ead Start progra-
gr.Antees. Iiowever, so-e of the increase:: fanling -a/
,oe _.se' to esta: 11sL1 nevi progra-s 1A co-munities ,'here
-eal.Start current+y !oes not exist and where an
al-i-istratie -echa-is- is *-* *'

C,ngressroral review of proposed allocation of t"e fiscal
year 197s, eal Start funding disclosed that -'-S -ay not hare inter-
preted toe .e?:slatiie for-41a in accordance ithits congressional

The proble- was with the seq.:,ence of steps to ne folLowei
in applyir? the for-1.11a. After setting aside 2 percent of "_hl fard-
ing for grantees in o,tlying areas ard 20 percent for the distre-
tiooary reserie, the first step appl-ied by "S'' to t're re-ainitg
78 percent of the funding was tc prov'ide eacl-. State with
o-tigate in t-e State for fiscal year 19-5 wh.ich represP-te ap-
iicatio- of tne for--la's '1-013 -ar-less" clause. As -he secovI
step, S _listr._nuted `_re re-ainirg f,;nds aocording to tre
for-Za. A- the :_toner l9T7 c',ersignt n.eari-as on thP ''ea-! Start
gran' al.ocaticn condug-d neforP t-e' Surco--it'eP on
Lc7.;no-io ;pport4nity of tne ease Co,--ittee o' Elacation are Labor,
Congressional Pesearch Service (CRS) and SAC represertatives tes-
t,,fied 1- their opinion, tr.? Congress intended for
use to te -ade of toe for-41a, Dy first applying the two-part
f7i,r-ula--asing factors of Ail to Fa-,ilies ,Sit' Dependent Children

reo.pients and poierty c'11.-drer--to --e
I

78-percent portior
of toe lead Start approprI.Jation. The seoon4 step, according to ,-,o;S

an1 :Ai representatives, was to apply the "cold harmless" clause
Y i!entifying State entitlei-ents th t were relow and above -Jeir
fiscal year 1975 funding levels and sting the a,hcants as neces-
sary to bring State entitlements .;p _o r down to their fiscal year
1975 funding level. Regarding the corg ssional ,intent for the
"hold ha:- 'less" clause and for the two-part forJla, one douse Cor--
-ittee me-ter com-ented:

"* * * Congress provided that no State should lose from
what) they nad r,efore, and provided for a hold harmless
clkdse or provision. 'Cow if you apply the hold harm-
less first, instead of the formula, wouldn't you be
perpetuating the imbalance that existed in 1975. So
instead of changing that which Congress mandated/in
section 513, the inequities that might have existed on
the basis of that historical situation have been per-
petuated rather than corrected as it would appear that
Congress intended to correct in 1975."

By a 1%ovember 30, 1977, letter from the .louse Cormittee on
L .1ucation and Labor to the Secretary of }US. reference was made to
agreement amoni interested partips on precisely how the formula

4
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was t, Le interprete_:, a-a anpliel. owevrer, ,:nier the. agree: psn
1,terpretatior rejarli, tre fiscal year 1978 f_m3-

tne state' that 3C, States w0_.11 receive less tan
t-ey for fiscal year 1977, altno_t for fiscal year
1978 eAceede.: toe fiscal year 1977 le.mtl ry $15C The
roT -tee state: t-at it was rot i-ten4e1 that any State wo.11r
s-ffer i is way, arl t-e kntereste' parties wsr.;e:

an a3ree-e-t, toe Co--;:ttee statea was a worea-,:e oo--
prort-se. Tne a.-:ree-e" t pr: 1-!e for t're'fsLloin7 -)ro-
ce3-res:

Step i--%fterA-e 2- 2',-per z.-e-t set-asides, toe re-ainler
of 'no f-nl-n3 was to ce allooa-e? _re States or t-e
.,asis of tne two-part for-,1a, evcept trat no State was to
Le allocatel less t'-an it -a-3 recei..e-i 1- fiscal year 1975.

Stec 2--Fsr t-ose States w'-ose fiscal ;ear 1979 ertitle-ents
in 1 were less tna- t-eir act al fiscal year .977 -1110-

f--ls fro- t-e Secretary's =iscretisnary reser.e were
te to -ri-7 States to fiscal ;ear .977

alls-at.s-s

Step -3-scretionary -lneys were to cc _se-! to
7.1.e e:erx State a 6-percent sperat-ng cost 1:crease. 5e-_lar-1-

-rTj States whose fiscal year 1978 entitle-ents exoeee4 t-eir
fiscal year .977 al-scaticns, a- a-,,o-nt e aal ts 6 rercent of
tie fiscal ;ear 197e entitle-ent was to` ce ..it res2e:t
to as ot-er Sates, an a-o..nt to 6 perte't of tre fiscal
!ear 1977 allscatior ..as to -e al3ed to tl-e fiscal year :s377
level.

7ea...tnorization le:E.Isiation of 1.978

-.7~e Econs-lc :,..en(-2ents of 1978 (?..r1ic Law 25-568
enactel :.o.eT;ier 2, 19781 extenied .ead Start t,,rsJgh fiscal year
1981, rerlsei tre 1975 statlt-iry f.2n1. fora to rf-an?,e
tne oar-1ss year fro- 1975 to 1978, anl orovilel
instracti-..,rs fbr St at allot.rents. is leislation re-

tr,e follo41,-7 seq_ieve of cc.-natation nroce!-res.

- -,Tirst, at least 78 percent of tre f ini;.o.c was to :e set
for a:11st-ent a ro tl-e States 4as'uno-on,
anc! Plerto Pico) .

- -Seosnl, the two -part for-Jla--.;sin the 7,F 1,C recir)lens_s an?
pcierty cnillren popllaticn `actors - -eras t-
co-TL:te initial .State

I
Ms.
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- -Third, the 20-pe.rcnt set-asile for the Secretary of I-4[ S'

reserve fundas to be used in accDrlance with the follo.iro
priorities:

1. Indian ani Migrant Head Start programs and services to
handicapped chillren, including cost-of-living adjust-
Tents.

2. Additional amounts allotted to each State or territory,
as necessary, to bring them up to their fiscal year 1978
f.zr12:ing level.

3. -raining a-d technical assistance activities.

4. 7,tn9gr neoessary purposes.

- -Fourth, additional funds, if available, were to oe nro idea
to States s* to of 175 percent of the h :Ld oarTless
rear a^ cunt_.

- -Fifth, the 2-percent set-aside was to arong
A-erioan Sa-noa, the Trust Territory of toe pacific

Is lands, the %orti-lerr Mariana Is lands, and tne
Islands:

-Siith, criteria were estanished for determining the
a.viount of allotments for each State including

supplemental funds.

Acciording to House Conference Report 95-1766, dated October 11,
1978, accompanying the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1978, the
allocatign formula was based on the premise that all States should
receive 1,00 percent" of what they were eligible for according to the
State's relative share of the poverty population, and Ithat it was
the intent of the conferees that. as much of-the funds as possible
be distributed to the States under the poverty formula. The House
Conference Report contained the following conference agreements
indicating legislative intent that the poverty formula

- -equalize the distribution of available Head Start funds and
target these funds to poverty populations,

- -narrow and ultimately eliminate the range in the level of
Head Start funding computed on the basis of the poverty
population among the various States;

- - eventually end the need for hold harmlesa and supplemental
pa eats because the allocation formula reflected the in-
tent that over time, as appropriations increase, all States
should eventually receive funds only on the basis of poverty
population; and
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--eli-,inate cost-ofliving provisions because as appropriations
are increased to 'reflect, in part, cost-of-living increases,
the cost-of-living increases would be passed on automatically
to the States through the poverty formula.

The louse Conference Report stated that completion of the objective
to equalize the distribution of Head Start funds and target these
funds to poverty populations would he dependent upon the level of
funding- -that is, the higher the level of funding, the more rapid
the range will be re-dr.-ced and eliminated. The report also stated
that the douse conferees intended for the unique national liigh
quality nature of the dead Start program to be continued.

REDISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS ANONG STATES BEING
ACHIEVED, AS INTENDED BY THE FORMULA

The reallocation of increased Head Start funding is being
achieved, in accordance with congressional intent. Funds are being
allocated to the States by applying the formula in the proper se-
quence of steps, and there i a gradual shifting of funds among the
States based on poverty popu tions. The redistribution of Head .

Start funding is indicated in the following table, which ranks the
10 ;urisdictions that received the largest fund allotments in 1975
and their ranking in 1980.

Jurisdiction
(in 1975 funding

---T.4nkinci order)
Fund allotments 1980

ranking order1975 1980

(thousands)

1. Mississippi S 37,082 S 43,535 (3)
2. California 27, 977 63, 522 (1)
3. New York 26,619 48,890 (2)

4. Texas 17,957 '28,432 (6)
5. 16,422 35,027 (4-)

6. Puerta Ri_cd 15,315 27,053 (8)
7. Florida 13,557. 17,600 (10)
8. Ohio 12,737 27,920 (7 )

9. Pennsylvania 12,223 29,541 ' (5)

10. AlabaTha 11,391 14,808 (14)

Total $191 ,280 $336,328

Percent of grand
total 50.5 53.0

Grand totai $378,455 S634,724
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The 9th ranking State in 1980 was New Jersey with a $20.4 million
allotment, ihich advanced it from thli 13th ranking in 1975, when
New Jersey's allotment was $10.5 million.

XAJOR ENROLLMENT EXPANSION OF 1978
DIMINISHED BY ENROLLMENT REDUCTIONS
IN 1979 AND 1980

The first major expansion of Head Start's full-year enrollment
ih fi'scal year 1978 has been diminished by enrollment reductions
luring fiscal year 1979. Furthermore, ACYF planned enrollment
reductions throughout all the States for fiscal year 1980. Also,
all States did not participate in the expansion of Head Start en-
rollment as intended by the Congress. Although the Head Start
funding was increased for each of the 3 fiscal years--1978 by $150
million, 1979 by $55 million, and 1980 by $55 millionthese in-
creases were insufficient to fund enrollment expansion and alequate
operating cost increases to grantees in all States.

Expansion of Head Start enrollment

The President's Budget for fiscal year 1978 did not include
any significant increase over fiscal year 1977 Head Start funding.
However, the Congress provided an additional $150 million to be
used mainly to fund a major expansion of enrollment in 1978. Dis-
cussions in appropriations hearings, before the House and Senate
Appropriations SubSommittees for the fiscal year 1978 HHS appro-
priation, indicated that the Congress intended to expand Head Start
enrollment. The Senate Committee on Appropriations report on the
1978 appropriation stated in part that

"* * * the resources f8'''r program expansion should be
distributed to all States in accordance with the for-
mula in the authorizing legislation so that all States
will receive an equitable increase for program expan-

iP sion above their existing base."

All States have not expanded their Head Start enrollment.
After distributing the 1978 Head Start funding in accordance with
the formula's requirements and the congressicslAlly mandated 6-per-
cent operating cost increase for all grantees, no funds remained
for program expansion in 29 States. Head Start expansion did
occur in 23 States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, by funding
49 new grantees and increasing the enrollment of 583 existing

s grantees. In fiscal year 1979, after meeting the formula's funding
requirements necessary to support base enrollment levels in each
State, there were funds remaining to expand Head Start in 23 States
and Puerto Rico. No funds remained to expand Head Start in
27 States, the District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, and outer
Pacific Islands. Program expansion in the 23 States and Puerto
Rico consisted entirely of increaseed enrollment at existing Head
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Start projects. Tne former Associate Director of Head Start told
us that traditionally the policy has been not to reduce the enroll-
ment of children in Head Start programs, but that in fiscal year
197'1-Heal Start woald permit grantees to reduce their enrollment
by 2 percent. During fiscal year 1979, we noted that enrollments
were being reduced at some Heal Start programs. expansion in
Head Start enrollment for fiscal year 1980 was planned by ACY ce-
cause most of the $55 million increase in the 1980 funding was
used to meet formula requirements and cost-of-living increases.

operating cost increases
vary among the States

Operating cost increases to Heal Start grantees varier' among
the Stptes for fiscal years 1978, 1979, and 198n. This contributed
to financial problems of some grantees and to enrollment reductions
during fiscal year 1979 at some Heal Start pro:ects, whic- reca-e
.ilespread among all States in fiscal year 198;x.

Although all States received a 6-perce-t operating cost in-
crease, as required t,y the :,overber 30, 1977, instructions fro-
the House Committee on Education and Labor to the Secretary of H-S,
these instructions also provided criteria for two,;lifferent: bases
for computing the amount of cost-of-living increases for

-States whose fiscal year 1978 entitlement exceeded teir
fiscal year 1977 allocation, an amount equal to 6 percent
o;, the fiscal year 1978 entitlement was to be added to the
State allotment and 4

- -all other States, an amount equal to 6 percent of the fiscal
ye3r1977 allocation was to be added to the fiscal year 1977
level for the State allotment.

The fiscal year 1979 State allotments were computed on the
oasis of tne statutory formula, as revised in 1978. All States,
except three (Alaska, vassissippi, and Wyoming), received funding
increases, over their fiscal year 1978 level, ranging from 6.07 to
17.76 percent. These increases included operating cost increases
ranging from 4.04 to 8.3 percent. The 8.3 percent equaled the in-
crease in the national Consumer Price Index during fiscal year 1978.

Through the statutory formula, HHS computed increases to in-
dividual State Allotments for fiscal year 1980, ranging from
4.04 to 9.09 percent, with four States receiving no increases.
Additional funds for State allotments were provided from the
Secretary of AHS' discretionary reserve to assist Head Start
projects in meeting higher operating costs. This discretionary
money was added to State allotments, as follows (according to TIES'
Funding Guidance Letter, dated December 21, 1979, for year
1980 to Regional Program Directors):

\
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41.

- -First, funds were allotted to insure that each State eligible
for discretionary funds received at least the 4.04-percent
minimum funding increase over its fiscal year 1979 level.
vississippi and Alaska were prohibited by the statutory
formula from receiving any increased funding and remained
at their fiscal year 1979 levels.

104

- -Second, the two-part, poverty formula was then used to allot
the remaining portion of alable discretiOriary money among
all States.

The increased State allotments were to be used to offset higher
Dperatrnj costs of grantees and to maintain levels of program qual-
ity and enrollment, 4HS planned no expansion in Head Start enroll-
,'ent in any State during fiscal year 1980.

The December 1979 Funding Guidance Letter also included State
enrollr-ent targets for fiscal year 1980, which were developed by
ilS based on the assuption that a 12.1-percent increase in the
annual cost per child would be necessary in each State to maintain
fiscal year 1979 enrollment levels. The 12.1-peroent increase
equaled the rise in the Consumer Price Index during fiscal year
1979. Since no State Allotments were increased as much as 12.1 per-
cent, -!-S reduced thettenrollment targets for each State in propor-
tion to the shortfall between the State's operating cost increase
and the 12.1-percent level. The estimated enrollment reductions
totaled 14,247 1/ (excluding the Indian and Migrant Programs Divi-
sion (IMPD)) and ranged from 13 children for North Dakota to 3,027

children for Mississippi. According to the 1980 funding guidance
instructions, the projected marginal reductions in enrollment
levels providf the option of serving fewer children to maintain an
acceptable lee7e1 of program quality and services in the presence
of rapidly rising operating costs.

Enrollment reductions in fiscal year11979 and the continued
nationwide enrollment reductions in fiscal year 1980 diminishes the
increased enrollment intended by the major expansion of Head Start
by the Congress in 1978. Also, the 2-year trend of enrollment re-
ductions negates the congressional intent for Head Start to serve
much more than the approximately 20 percedt of eligible children
served bejOre the major program expanslorN4 1978.

LARGE UNMET NEED REMAINS

Although head Start funding has increased significantly since
fiscal year 1977, a large unmet need remains for about 80 percent

Lion May 29, 1981, the Acting Commissioner of ACYF told us the
actual enrollment reductions were considerably less than the
estimated figure.
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of the children eligible for Head Start (see app. II). This is
about the same level of unmet need that existed before the major
program expansion in 1978. The unmet need varies among the States .

andes generally remaillbd large in all States except Miipissippi.

According to information provided by HHS in 1977 during hear-
ings before a Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions regarding the 1978 appropriation, Head Start was serving
about 350,00D childrbn (19.4 percent) hf approximate 1.8 mil -
ion children eligible for the program, an t would cost about

$2.4 billion to p2.5 billion to provide,the f 1 range of com-
preheuive Head-Start services tb the remaining 1,450,000 children.

In hearings on April 6, 1978, before the same Subcommitteelon
the fiscal year 1979 appropriation, an ACYF official stated that
in fiscal yea#978 about 19.6 percent of the eligible low-income
children were bl served, and that the 23 States receiving funds
for the programs expansion hAl significant unserved Head Stvt
eligible populations'which averaged about 85 percent of the eligible
children. This official also expressed the view that the.principal
difficulty with the then current approach of the funding. formula
was that it lid not enable program expansion to occur in all States,
since there was a considerable unmet need in all States. During
the discussion at thq0Apri7 3, 1979, hearings before the same
Subcommittee on the fiscal year 1980 appropriation, the former
assistant Secretary for OHDS stated that based on

--an enrollment of 352,000 low-income children in full-year,
summer, and parent and child center projects in fiscal year
1978, a minimum of 18.9 percent% of the eligible low-income
children were served and

A

--a fiscal year 1980 funding of $700 million, 362,700 low-
, income children would be served or 19.5 percent of the
1.9 million eligible low - Income children.

Ata March 13, 1980, Subcommittee hearings on the fiscal year
1981 akat9priation, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of OHDS testi-
fied that Head Start was serving about 20 percent o'f the children
eligible to -receive Head Start, services.

The following table shows in ranking o r der the 10 States that
received the largest allotments for fiscal year 1977 (before the ,

major, enrollment expansion of fiscal year 1978), the States' re- ""
spective number of poverty children eligible for Head Start (based
on 070 Bureau of the Census data, updated in 1975), the percent
of eligible children served and the 46met need for fiscal years
1977 and 1980 (estimated), and the ranking order of these juris-
dittions based on the size of their allotments for figcal year
1980:

4
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Jurisdiction
(in. fiscal

year 1977
ranking order)

Universe of
poverty
children

Fiscal year 1977
Percent
served

Unmet
need

(percent)

1. Mississippi 37,320 80 2(

2:1:'California 178,640 8 92
3. New York 119,100 10 90 ,

4. Texas 131,450 12 88
5. Illinois 98,640 12 88
6. Puerto'Rico 144,810 7 93
7. Ohio 84,940 13 87
8.4kFlor1da # 70,100 .15 85
9. Pennsylvania 74,910 lo,. 90
10. North

Carolina 50,910 19 81

Fiscal year '1980 Ranking order
Percent'- Unmet fiscal
served need year 1980

(percent)

67 33 3

14 86 1

14 86 2

14 86 6
19 81 4
9 91 9

21 79 7

14 86 11

18 82 5

17 83 14

The table shows the gradual ''realignment of unmet need among the
ao States that received the largest fund allotments in fiscalayear
1977. The unmet need in fiscal year 1980 (estimated) ranged friom
81 to 91 percent for eight of the States, which is above the
80-percent national average. Generally, the smaller unmet needs
are in the rural States like Mississippi, Alaska, Colorado, and
Tennessee.

A February 1980 report from the House Surveys and Investiga-
tion Staff to the House Committee on Appropriations included a
finding that there are some significant inequities in the distri-
bution of Head Start funds among States even. after the fiscal year

. 197 _expansion. This report also referred to the wide variations
amoag States in the proportion of eligible children served by Head
Start, and it recommended that the Congress consider distributing
formaa funds to States based ort-4,,iunmet needs." 1/

4

CONCLUSIONS
.

Since fiscal year 1977, Head Start funds have been redistrib-

').

uted among States in accordance with congressional intent by ing .

the distribution formula mandated by the 1978 legislation: How
ever, the increased Head Start enrollments envisioned by the n7
gress and provided for by the 1978 amendments have not been

1/Report to the House Committee on Appropriations by the Surveys
and Investigations Staff ok the Departments of Labor; Health,
Education, and Welfare; and related agencies, the House Appropri-
ations Committee, Head Start Program Funding and Administration,

Dbruary 1980, pages 6 and 7.

6
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sustained. Enrollment increases in 1978 and 1979 In some States
have been offset by enrollment reductions in fiscal years 1979 and
1980 in other States. Thus, the large unmet needs of about '(:) per'
cent of eligible children who are not being served by Head Start
has remained virtually unchanged since fiscal year 1977.

Operating cost increases provided to States have varied. Ls-
ing the statutory formula, as revised, has resulted in some grantees
not receiving sufficient operating cost increases to maintain their
enrollment levels and program ,quality in the presence of steadily
rising costs. Also, the formula prevente-.3 some States fro-,
ticipating in the major expansion of 1978, permitted only limited
enrollmenti-expansion in 1979, and provi.ded no fUnds for epansior
in 1980. PI

RECOXMENOATI(DNS T'D THE 60 0RESS

;rye recommend that the Congress consider modifying the funding'
distrit,ltion formula to assure that sufficient operating cost 1--

1creases are provided to all States so that grantees car -aintain
their enroll7ent and servie levels before any funds are provided
for expansion of enrollments. We also recommend that the Congress
consi.ter placing a moratorium on further expansion of 9ea4. Start,
until .sufficient funding is,available to expand enrollment and to
provide adequate cost-of-living increases to all States.

ti

its
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CHAPTER 4

7.1C.AM UALITY.THREATENED $1' TREND

L,...2AMONG GRANTEES TO REDUCE SERVICES TO CHILDREN

The unique value of Head Start hca's been the comprehensive
services provided to eligible children and their families. Current
Head Start legislation mandates that programs and projects be
operated in accordance with Head Start performance standards to
insure that the quality of the program be continued. However,
prbgram qu'ality is being threatened by a trey A developing among
many Head Start grantees to reduce. comprehensive services to chil-
dren and families because of escalating operating costs and insuf-
flcient)funding. The level of funding varies greatly among grantees;
however, ACYF does not have data to show why variations occur in
certain key funding factors, such as average Federal cost per chili.
Some grantees might need an increased level of funding to preclude,
reduction of services, while other grantees might be able to sustain
their level of services without additional funds. ACYF should begin
to gather and analyze dataLiop-grantees' operations, service reduc-
tions, and average cost per child to serve as a basis for determin-
ing whether grantees' level of funding is adequate to ensure the
delivery of quality services or toprovide ditional funding to,
grantees who bave -a demonstratip need.

THE CONGRESS SUPPORTS'THE USElt,0
OF PERFOREAgE STANDARDS TO
ACHIEVE HIGHIQUALITY /PROGRAMS

High quality Head Start' rograms can be achieved through
grantees' compliance with the rogram performance standards.
Performance standards published by Head Start establish the kinds
of functions, activitiest and facilities required to meet the ob-
jectives and goals of the program. The standards provide guidance
for educational servit46; health services, including medical, den-
tal, mental health, anh nutrition; social services: and parent in-
volvement. The standards inC \ude requirements for education plans,
medical and dental examinatiols, and social services and parent
involvement plans 40

The Congress has recognized that the Head Start performance
standards have contributed to high quality programs as expressed in
the legislative history for the'Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1978. In Confereqpe Report No. 95-1766, dated October 11, 1978,
the committee of coAference stated:

* * The conferees wish to note that Head Start per,-
formance standards have contributed toaking Head
Start., a unique p ram providing quality child devel-
opment services to oung children and their families.
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Head Start should be- governed by nationally applicable
quality standards uniquely designed for the special
needs of local Head Start grantees and not by rules
applicable to other programs. Any changes in standards
governing Head Stak-t shall maintain these characteris-
tics in order to insure that the unique national high
quality nature of the Head Start program be continued."

The Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1978 required that:

"* * * Tne Secretary [of HESS 3 shall/operate the pro-
grams and prd)ects covered by this part in accordance
with head Start performance standards. Any revisions
in such standards shall result in standards which are
no less comprehensive than those in effect on the date
of the enactmpnt of the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1978. The extent to which such standards have been
net shall be considered in decidinlwhether to renew
or supplement financial assistance authorized under
this part."

Miintaining the high quality of local Head Start programs is
considdred to

4 be of utmost it by HHS. In April 1979
testimony before the House Committee on Appropriations' Subcom-
mittee on Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare, the. Assistant
Secretary for OFDS said that:

"We are aware of the financial problems which many
grantees face due to the steadily rising costs of
program operations. Our projections of slight in-
creases in enrollment in fiscal year 1979 and 1980,
represent a national goal, ands recognize that in
some projects, even after taking cost-saving measures,
it may not be possible to achieve an expansion or to
maintain current enrollment levels. In no instance
would projects be allowed to reduce the quality of the
services they provide below the high levels required
by Head Start Performance Standards. Maintaining pro-
gram quality would take precedemce over achieving
expansion targets or maiataininq enrollment levels."

-

TREND DEVELOPING AMONG HEAD START GRANTEES
TO REDUCE SERVICES TO CHILDREN

4
Data gathered during the late'1970s strongly indicate a trend

developing among Head Start grantees to reduce comprehensive pro-
gram services to children and their families. Services are being
reduced in various ways, such as:

--Twelve-month programs are moving toward 8 -month programs.
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- -Full-day programs are being changed to part-day programs.

- -Part-day programs are becoming split session programs.

- -Changes are being made in program options with adoptions of
variations in models in which services a provided Head

- Start Centers (e.g., cutting service rr6m,5 to 3 days) , or
the adoption of less costly home-based models in which Head
Start personnel provide servies to children and their fami-
lies in their homes.

- -Reducing the employment period of employees (e.g., 52-week
employees are becoming 40-week employees, hours er day are
being cut from Erto 6, and hours per week from 4D to 24).

A June 21, 1977, memorandum from the Director of OCD, in
Region VIII to the Central Office of OCD, contained recommendations
which expressed the following concerns atout program qualAN an
program reductions in Region VIII.

"* * * Upgrading Quality of Existing Programs: There
are many factors here which are difficult to quantify;
rising fuel and transportation costs, rising personnel
costs which barely stay abreast of minimum wage and
poverty indices, fringe benefits, reduced staff time
and reduced program operating time due to budget con-
straints, inweasing utili'ties costs. * * * Increas-
ing demands for professional quality services only
compound tlt problems of minimal salary schedules: cost
estimates to provide equitability in staff salaries
range up to $4 million. Without some major relief in
this area, retention of trained and/or qualified staff
is becoming critically difficult. Also without eco-
nomic relief, some programs, example Denver, may have
to reduce the number of children being served in order
to meet budget demands. Additionally, the current and
(anticipated) increased emphasis on parent involvement,'
family development will cause additional funding,re-
qutrements. Additional funds are needed for buil'hang/
renovation of existing and needed centers."

Region VIII's continued concern that rising costs were seri-
ously affecting the program was indicated in the Regional Program
Director's March 16, ,1979, memorandum to the Commissioner of ACYF,
which stated in part that:

"Recemtly, the escalation of utilities costs, and espe-
cially transportation costs,*have been felt by all pro-
grams. Many of our programs are operating on extremely
low cost-per-chbld funding levels, and we are being
compelled to reduce staff time to an unreasonable
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level, accept reduced qualifications in new hires,
and generally diminish the quality of their program
in order to meet^the unavoidable increases in minimum,
wage, gasoline and heating fuel costs, and electric
service costs.

"In addition to these, several of our programs have
transportation equipment, without which they cannot
serve their target population, which js worn out and
must either be replaced (at a 50 percent cost increase),
or undergo frequent, lengthy, and costly major repair.
My recent visit to Billings, Montana verified the fact
that no transportation for children had been available
since December 1978, as a result of the grantee having
insufficient funds to repair vehicles. This type of
situation exists in other programs and is occurring
more frequently throughout the Regidb."

(lin March 22, 1979, the Acting Regional Program Director of
ACYF in Region VIII wrote to the Associate Director of the \ational
Head Start Bureau that, in order for the grantees to make up the
increase in the Consumer Price Index between 1975 and 1979 and
the small Increases awarded in the grants, They have had to do the
following: A

"1. Most programs have either reduced the number
of hours worked per lay or the number of days per year
or have had to go into double sessions where one teacher
handles two groups of children in order to meet per-
formance standards within the resources provided.

"2. Many grantees were receiving facilities as
part of the in-kind contribution. vest of these pro-
grams now are being charged for space to alleviate
Increases in utilities and upkeep.

"3. The salaries of the staff in the programs
analyzed are extremely low and are way below comparable
salaries of similar employment opportunity in the com-
munity."

Region VII survey results disclose
service reductions by grantees

In April 1979, a self-initiated survey was conducted by the
HHS regional office in Kansas City, Missouri (Region VII), to
netermine where the greatest need for additional funding existed
in Head Start programs. Survey information was rtquested, on a
voluntary basis, from the 86 Head Start grantees 444 delegate
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agencies in Region VII.(Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska). In
fiscal year 1979, Region VII was funded at $23.6 million for an
enrollment level of 15,255 children, which was about 22.5 percent
of the total numoer of children in poverty (67,800 children).

Seventy percent of the grantees voluntarily. responded in whole
or in part to the survey. The survey showed that grantees have
limited services and Substantially shortened the length of their
programs due to inadequate funding supplements during the past
2 years to cover high inflation. According to a regional official,
the survey shows the effects of inflation over the past 2 years
only ann that the damages of inflation over the preceding 5 years
are undoubtedly greater than those shown in the survey. The survey
documented at a 15.4-percent supplement to existing dead Start
programs in VII was necessary if these programs were to con-

,tinue at their current operating level and continue to meet the
legislatively mandated performance standards. The survey dis-
closed that the impact of inflAion on Head Start programs had oeen
greatest in the areas of staff salaries, fringe benefits, and trans-
portation of children, which represented about 60 percent of needed
supplerental funds.

The survey requested a description of any changes in progra.-
options and/or length of program,classroom day. which the graAtee
had initiated since September 1, 1977, on account of inflation and
increased program costs. The following table shows the results of
an analysis,made by the Kansas City Regional Office of 52 responses_
from grantees received as of June 20, 1979.

Program Changes Made by 5rantees'Because
of Inflation Since September,l, 1977

Change in program

Reduces weeks ot classroom operation/year
Reduced days of classroom operation/week
Reduced hours of classroom operation/day
Reduced number of centers (consolidation)
Reduced number of children served
Converted to home -based option
Reduced number of paid weeks/year for staff
Reduced number of paid days /week, for staff
Reduced number of paid hours/day for staff
Reduced number of paid positions
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Grantees report]png
that programt

change had occurred
Number Percent

12
12

'85

1

3

5

5

11
14

23.1
23.1
9.6
15.4
1.9
5.8
9.6
9.6
21.2
26.9



The survey also requested planned program changes, in the event
there would not be any fiscal year 1979 supplemental funding. 1/
The summary of responses from the 52 grantees is presented in the
following table.

Program Changes That Will Have To Be Made
If There Is No Fiscal Year 1979 Supplemental Funding

Change in prOgram

Grantees reporting,
that changes

would have to occur
Number Percent

will reduce ,weeks of classroom operation/year 12 23.1
Will reduce days of classroom operation/week 8 15.4
Will reduce nours of classroom operation/day 10 19.2
will reduce number of centers (consolidation) 8 15.4
Will reduce number of children served 4 7.7
Will convert to home-based option 6 11.5
Will reduce number of paid weeks/year for staff 4 7.7
Will reduce number of paid days/week for staff 5 9.6
Will reduce number of paid hours/day for staff , 10 19.2
Will reduce number of paid positions 8 15.4

Tne following is an example of a grantee's responseidescribing
its program changes and concerns a,ut funding.

......

The centers have changed from a 5-day program for
children to a 4-day and in one case a 3-day program.
Staff's length of employment .each year (no. of weeks)
has been cut back both at the'center level and ceptral
office staff,level. One center that had 2 clas4c7 pre -
viously was changed to 1 large class with 1 teacher,
2 paid aides and many volunteers."

'are not interested in receiving expansion funds if
ere cannot first be funds appropriated to serve our

...,

present program adequately. Why serve more children
when you cannot adequately serve those yo[ have due to
limited finances."

Other indications of service
reductions by grantees

On March 22, 1979, the Subcommittee onliuman Resources ot the
House Committee On Education and Labor held oversight hearings4on

1/Subsequently, the Congress appropriated supplemental funding for
fiscal year 1979.

I
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the head Start program. Representatives from rural, urban, and
migrant Head Start progra.-Is from six States any Washington, D.C.,
testified that their'programs were facing extremely serious funding
prooleos, as a result of the increasingly high cost of transporta-
tion, inflation, increases in the minimum wage, etc., and were being
forced to reduce programs and services in order to operate within
available funds. bilso, letters were su!-mitted to the Su; committee
from 'lead Start project representatives in several other States
expressing similar concerns over high inflation, limited funling,
and service cutbacks.

A

During fiscal year 1980, Heal Start headquarters realested
special cost information from a sample of 20 grantees. As of
February 29, 1980, responses from 1,fi grantees ( located in 10 States
in Regions I, III, V, and VI) further substantiated tl-at some gra--
tees were reducing program services to children because of nigh in-
flation and funding limits. This was the only effort ty ,lea-1 Start
headgJarters to gather inforratiqn from gra-tees i-dicating t-e
extent of service reduction t-

SERVICE REDUc:TIII\S IiREATE%
P.R;3RAM QUALITY

Tne unique value of lead Start has teen the comprenensi-fe
services prolded to eligible children and their families.
ever, the reductions in ser 'ices provided lessen the impact of
meal Start in the areas of education, health (including medical,
dental, mental health, and nutrition), parent involJemeht, and
social serices. Serice reductions also increase the difficulty
of lead Start projects attempting to cor-ply with all of the 162
program performance standards. The 5-year forward plan for fiscal
years 1977-81, prepared ny in September 19766 stated that any
Heal Start prbgrans were not in compliance with one or more areas,
and tnat particular proc/ems appeared to be:

- - Developing written plans in all component areas.

--Syster'atic data collections and recorlkeeping.

- - Individualizing services.

--Parent invc1vement and education.

- -Providing mental health services.

- -Nutrition education.

The 5-year forwarl plan also referred to the need for additional
financial resources for some local Head Start programs toccomply
with some performance standards.
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We analyzed the 162 program performance standards to identify
the standards that could require grantees to use funds to correct
a noncompliance condition. We estimated that insufficient funding
could impact on Head Start grantees' ability to comply with at
least 50 percent of the standards (81 of 162 standards) . In the
important education and health componentsinadequate financial
resources has the most severe impact. We estimated that up to
two-thirds of all out -of- compliance conditions in these components
could be attributable to lack of adequate funding.

In May 19790, an Atlanta Regiontl Office representative told
us that grantees in hat region required additional funding of at
least $6,850,000 to chieve minimum compliance with program per-
formance standards It was pointed out that this amount would not
cover current cost-of-living increments, allow enrollment increases,
or permit program personnel to be compensated at rates comparable
with prevailing local wage levels. It would be used for minimum
health and safety needs only.

A qay 1979 Financial Management Analysis Report prepared by
an ii1S contractor, stated that most Head Start directors are man-
agers with limited options Who operate on the basis of determining
how quality will be sacrifi to serve a fixed number of ,...%ildrcn
for a fixed sum of money. Fur ermore, the contractor's report
stated that the real issue in Head Start budgeting is not a ques-
tion of allocating funds to achieve program objectives, rather it
is an issue of modifying objectives.to balance available funds,
and that the only recourse a directqr has in this situation is to
cut the level of services the program is able to provide. The con-
tractor determined that quality of service was measured in terms
of a program with content consistent with performance standards,
provided in a type of program meeting community needs, for a given
number of hours per day, for a giv41.number of days per week, and
for a given number of weeks in a yea . The contractor defined
quality as being reduced whenever one or more of these measu is

Teduced in amount or a program is changed in a way_to circu,vent
stated community needs. The contractor observed, in the Head Start
programs it visited, that quality of service was being steadily
eroded to satisfy budget constraints.

%

While service reductions appear to be widespread, and in-
creased funding levels appear to be the most obvious solutoon4 not
all grantees are finding it necessary to reduce services. For
example, 23 percent of the grantees in the Kansas City Region re-
sponding to the survey reported reduced weeks of classroom opera-
tions over the 1977-78 period, but 77 percent did not. This indi-
cates that some grantees may need an increased level of funding to
preclude the reduction of services while 9ther grantees may not
need increased funding to maintain their level ofservices.
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ACYF SHOULD GATHER AND ANALYZE
GRANTEES' COSTS OF SERVICEt

Annual allocations of Head Start funds to each State are
determined by the funding formula (see pp. 22 and 23).' Alloca-
tions of funds to grantees 4ithin each State are determined by HHS
regional offices with general guidance from the ACYF headquarters.
ACYF funding guidance permits regional offices to Increase the
average per child allocation to individual grantees, where neces-
sary, by reducing the number of children to be enrolled in the
project. Forielcample, if more Federal funds are not available for
a grantee which contends it cannot continue operating at its pre-
sent service level without more funds, the HHS regional office may
then authorize the grantee to reduce its enrollment, thus increas-
ing its average cost per child. ACYF uses average Federal cost per
child as one basis for assessing the performance of its grantees
and when making its project funding decisions. We believe, however,
that average Federal cost per child, as it is presently calculated,
is misleading because:

-From grantee to grantee there are wide variations in operat-
ing' costs incurred because of differences in prevailing
teachers' salaries and transportation costs, variances in
efficiency of program management, and variances in available
resources.

--Federal costs cover only a portion of grantees' total costs
and the non-Federal portion may vary widely from grantee to
i3rantee. Grantees are required to document non-Federal
sources of funds only up to 20 percent of their.Head Start
grant, but in practice, many grantees receive more than this
portion from local community support, and the total is not
reported to ACYF. Other grantees may, not have utilized
community resources to the maximum se*ent possible.

-The average Federal cost per child is not necessarily re-
lated to the amount and level of services rendered. For
example, a full-year, part-day program may operate for as
little as 480 hours or as much as 1,440 hours per year..
Thus, in this example, the cost per child may be equal, but
the cost per child/per hour of contact may vary by a for
of as muph as 3 to 1.

Federal costs alone vary widely countrywide. In 1979, ACYF
reported that the lowest annual average Federal Cost per child was
In New Mexico ($1,056) while the highest was in the District pf
Columbia ($2,755). The variation between these two extremes is
2.6 to 1. Although this variation in average cost is wide, it
does not necessarily indicate that the low average cost grantee is
operating an inadequate Head Start project or that, because of low
Federal funding, program services will need to be reduced. For
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example, one of the progra-s we visited in "ississippi had a 1979
average Federal cost per child of $1,028, and it was regardel as
a very effective program by a regional official. A program we
visited in Montana had a 1972 Federal average cost per child of
'$1,348, and it was considered to be an excellent program by a re-
gional official. Both' of these programs were operating well below
the ACYF reported national Federal average cost of S1,721 per chill.

ACYF officials recognize that the present average cost per
child figures for nead Start have little value. According to
one headquarters official, "* * * the present cost per child
statistic really ddes not tell ACYF anything." He said that there
are any variables affecting the cost computations. The former
Commissioner of ACYF. authorized a region-by-region study to deter-
-ine the reasons for the variances between the highest and lowest
cost-per-child programs in 1978, out she told us that this study
revealed no pattern of any kind. The Associate Commissioner told
us in September 1979 that no one really understands all the fari-
atles Involved.

'we recognize that numerous variables must be understood before
the computed average cost per chill is understood. We believe that
the ,INS regional offices need a better understanding of average
cost per child and per child contact hour for the grantees under
their supervision, if they are to make the most equitable alloca-
tions of Federal funds to grantees.

The most important of all the cost variables, in our opinion,
are project salaries and fringe benefits which constitute about
80 percInt of all head Start costs. Salary costs, in turn, vary
because of differing rates of compensation and because of the
ratio of staff to children enf011ed. Both rates of compensation
and child/staff ratios vary widely across Head Start projects, and
we believe that ACYF should concentrate first on these factors in
its efforts to understand the variations in average cost per child
and per child contact hour. other factors that should be con-
sidered by ACYF when analyzing the variations in average cost per
child are whether

--the program is efficiently administered,

--community resources are utilized to the maximum extent
possible, and

--sufficient resources are available to maintain program
quality.

CONCLUSIONS

Both the Congress and the administration have emphasized the
importance of maintaining high quality in local Head Start pro-
grams; however, program quality is being threatened by a trend
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among -any grantees to reduce serices to children and families
'because of escalating operating costs and insufficient funding.
Although these service reductions appear to be widespread through-
out the program, not all grantees are finding it necessary to re-
duce program services, indicating that some grantees may not need
inCreased ,levels of funding while others do if service reductions
are to be avoided.

Although ACYF regional offices use the Federal average cost
4 per chill as one basis in leterining the a-ount of Federal find-

ing to be allocated to grantees within the States, as it is pre-
sently calculated, average cost per chill should not be ise.d. in
the funding decision pncess. This figure is affected by -any
variables, project to project, there are wide variances in the
average cost per chill among grantees, and tne reasons for these
variances are not known by AC1F. ,It is important for ACYF to know
the reasons for the wide variations 1- the average cost per child
in allocating Federal finis to grantees.

RECDMmLNDATIONS T5 7-..,
SECRETARY DF ddS

We recomjnd that the Secretary direct the Comr-issioner of
ACYF to gather and analyze data on the average cost per child and
average cost per child per contact hour in order to assist ACYF
regional offices to make the most equitable distribution of Fed-
eral funds to grantees within their regions. Also, we recommend
that the Secretary.(1) direct the Commissioner of ACYF to init2ate
an effort to gather information from grantees on reductions in
!lead Start services to children and their families to ascertain
the extent of service reductions nationwide and (2) inform the
appropriate authorizing and appropriating committees of the extent
of service reductions in the Head Start program.

ti
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CHiPTER'S

HEApo START NEEDS' Tg COMPLETE ITS

MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM

As Head Start has evolved ftom an experimental demonstration
pro m to an ongoing service program, it has taken some actions
toworMestablishing a management control system. However, the

stem is not yet adequate to serve the needs of a service pro am
size of Head Start. The partially completed system of marldre-

ment control should be completed and strengthened to provide better
ttrssurance thlika the objectives of such a system are met. Improve-
-ments Are needed in the Management information system,planning,

cprogram monitoryag,an Federal staffing and administrative .17
support.

=4,

_...1,OBJECTIVEAND ELEL4ENTS OF A
61',MANAeEMENT CONTROLSYSTEM

'The general objective of an agenty's management control system
is rovide positive assistance In carrying out all duties and
resp ovlibilities as efficiently and economically as possible, con-

the requirements,of applicable laws and tegulations. The
most important elements of a system of management control are plan-

Thing, reporting (management information system), evaluation (moni-
toring), persohnel (staffing), aCcdunting, organization, policies,
and procedures. We tevewed the first fakir of these elements, but

4.1%the scope of .f d2did not include an evaluation of head Sta
organizational struq,ture, the adequacy of all its policies and
pro.cedares; or an evaluation of its accounting' system.

Ob3ectives of management control

The most important specifieobjectives of a satisfactory con- --

trol system are t..0:

- -P#omote efficiency and economy of operations and product
. effective results.

--Restrtkt obligations aeld Costs within the limits of coneres-

P sional appropriations and other authorizations.

- -Safeguard assets against waste, loss, fraud, or improper
use.

- -See that all revenues applicable to agency assets or opera-
, tions are properly accounted for or collected.

1, --Assur* lie lecurficy and reliability of financial, states;
andlother reports.

f.
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Some elements of Head Start's management
7a7.rollsystem needstrengthenin2

We review4d program planning, grantee reporting to ACYF, the
principal ACYF monitoring ,systems, and the levels of Federal staff-
ing and administsottive support. We found the need for improvements
in all four of these management. control elements.

Planning

Planning can be regarded as the cornerstone of a management
control system. It is the first of several functions:required for
management control over resources and operations. The execution of
program activities consistent with a comprehensive long-range plan
is a recognized way to (1) achieve efficient and effective use of
resources, (2) assure that these. resources are used to support
agency missions and ob]ectives, and (3) commit high-level manage-
ment t action. head Start does not have d formal, erall long-
range panning process (see p. 44).

Retorting -- management information system

An internal reporting system or management information syste-
is needed to provide manage-ent with current and reliatzle infor-a-
tion as to what is going on, what progress is being made, and where
action- is needed. In its 16-year history, Head Start has never de-
veloped a system for accumulating current program and financial in-
formation ab2ukt its primary operations, carried out by the grantee?,
into a comrorINata base for -use'ty program management (see p. 48).

Evaluationmonitoring

Program monitoring and evaluakion are necessary to provide man-
agement with information about program operations, methods, systems,
proce1ures,4Pand practices. Moeitoring helps to assure compliance
with the provisions of all laws and regulations relating to agency
program operations, accounting, and the administration of funds for
which it is responsible. (lead Start has several system's for moni-
toring its grantees, but these systems are not working as well as

' they should (see P. 53).

4 Personnel--staffing levels
a and administrative support

In staffing an agency or function, management must first deter-
mine the requirements of the job and then, obtain employees who have
the neckssary qualifications or who can be trained to perform the
work satisfactorily. In addition, management must provide adequate
funding for administrative support costs, such as travel, so that
the staff can efficiently carry out their responsibilities. The

I.
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progratu's responsibilities, activities, and administrative require-
ments have increased since the early 1970s, but staffing and fund-
ing for salaries and administrative support costs have not kept.
pace with the inc-ease (see p. 73) .

HEAD START SHOULD DEVELOP A LONG-
RANGE PLANNING SYSTEM

Head Start does not nave a formal, overall long-range planning
system. Some long-range planning 1,4%adone in the past, and some
is being done now, .but the planning 116-not sufficiently comprehen-
sive to support management decisions as to how resources can best
be allocated to carry out necessary program and administrative
activities.

Previous long-range planning
has not been continued

dead Start's only long-range plan was developed in 1976 at the
-request of the Assistant Secretary for OHDS. This plan covered
fiscal years 1977-81. It included a list of problem's and issues
confronting grantees, regional offices, and headquarters and stated
a four-part strategy to overcome these problems. Within each stra-
tegy was a list of major activities to be undertaken in each of

!fiscal years 1977 and 1978, and less specific plans were discussed
W for fiscal years 1979-81.

Our analysis of the plan disclosed that it was incomplete in
certain respects. It did not

- -specify tasks which would need to be performed within each
strategy,

--sequence or prioritize the specific major actions stated to
improve program management in fiscal years 1977 and 1978,

-set forth expected beginning And ending time estimates,

-assign action responsibility to any specific office or
individual, and

- -provide cost estimates for executing elements of the plan.

Despite these shortcomings in the 1976 plan, it did identify
certain activities, such as issuing a grants administration manual
and implementing a regional review and support system, which program
management hAd concluded would be necessary to strengthen Head
Start. We believe the 1976 plan could have provided a basis for
structuring more detailed action plans. According to ACYF and
Head Start officials, this was the only long-range plan ever de-
veloped for the program. In recent years, interest in long-range
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planning has waned, and in Nlay 1979 the Head Start Associate Lirec-
tor referired to planning as a Low priority when engaged in competi-
tion withiother program activities.

Current phanning is" incomplete
and inconsistent

to

Some plris are now prepared within Head Star

- -not all program components and other -a:o functions have
plans,

- -the plans which are prepared have diff rent structures and
content, and

--no system exists for cringing all thp plans together.

This lack of completeness and consistency in Heal Start plan-iirg
and the lack of a syste- to consolidate plans precl,de the -ost
effective allocation of availale resources oy -ead Start -anaae-
ment.

r.Jur discussions witn headquarters' pr')gra- officials and staff
during our review revealed the following statJ,s4of plans within
Head Start covering the program components and other ma:or func-
tions as of April 1980.

Prograr component

Education
Health
Social services
Parent Involvement

1-lannini; status

Partial
Partial
\one
Partial //y:

other major functions Planning status

Handicap program
Training and technical

assistance
Program administration

Generally complete
Partial

None

According to agency officials some examples of partial plans
include:

--In the education component, there are plans for the oasic
educational skills project, but no plan for all parts of the
component.

- -In the health component, there are no plans fqr the mental
health portion.
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--In the parent involvement component, problems have been
identified which should provid., the basis for starting long-
range planning, and a special/parent education effort was
carefully planned, but there are no overall plans for the
component.

. Currently, the most extensive planning appears to be for train-
ing and technical assistance and for services to handicapped chil-
dren. Although neither of these are program components, they are
important functions. Provisions for training and technical assist-
ance to Head Start grantees is the primary method of acquainting
grantee personnel with program re uirements and the process they
may use to meet these requirement . Training and technical assist-
ance funding for fiscal year 1980 was $25 million.

Services to children with special needs are also important.
In accordance with program regulations, at least 10 percent of the
children enrolled in read Start must be professionally diagnosed as
handicapped. The handicap portion of Head Start was funded in 198e)
for about $35 million. At headquarters we were told that in 1979,
for the first time, plans for the training, assistance, and nandicap
functions 4ere develioped to cover a 3-rear period.

The structure and content of the plans which are available
differ significantly. For example, tne training and assistance
plan classifies actions required into twin broad categories: (1)
proposed training and assistance activities at the national and
regional/IMPG levels and (2) supportive administrative and manage-
mentactions. The plan, however, lacks specificity as to which
training and assistance activities take priority over others, when
actions will begin, and what the estimated costs 4111 be.

In contrast, the plan for the handicapped begins nr identify-
ing problems in 17 areas (primarily resulting from contractor
studies and evaluations), and to some extent, it provides estimates
of time frames, expected costs, and staff time necessary to carry
out t4e suggested actions. However, no priorities are set forth.
This plan is the most complete of a 1 the planning efforts in head
Start, and we noted that programwid', the handicapped component
has more\han achieved its 10-percent enrollment goals.

There is also no systet in Head Start for bringing aLl the in-
dividual planning efforts together iniso one consolidated plan for
the program. We believe this is impoctant because of the close
interrelationships between the program components and other major
functions. ''(:)r example, program administration, training, and
handicap activities impact on and are affected by all component
activities. Parents are expected to be involved in all other pro-
gram components. The health and nutritipn components are closely
interrelated. These and other activityprelationships require that
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a comprehensive overall plan be developed t.L., enable Head Start
management to make the most appropriate allocation of its resources
to the various competing priorities.

Planning is a Head Start requirement

The position description for the Associate Director of the
head Start Bureau specifies that the incumbent shall be responsiole
for the overall management and direction of the Head Start program.
The stated duties and responsibilities refer frequently to planning
and include directing the development of long-range plans, assess-
ing needs, and proposing appropriate legislative and other action.
The former Associate Director told us he agreed with the need to
pull all the individual planning efforts together into an overall
plan, but that as of March 1980, there was no one available with
sufficient program expertise and planning skills to be assigned the
resronsibility for overall planning. He also noted that develop-
ment of a planning capacity in dead Stai't would be hard to justify
on the basis of cost and would be a low priority effort when car-

;

peting with other activities. However, the Associate Commissioner
of ACYF for Developmental Services, who is responsible for the
head Start Bureau, felt strongly that head Start needs a comprehen-
sive long-range plan.

We recognize that the development and execution of a compre-
hensive, long-range planning system for the program would require
professional planning skills and, ideally, indepth program experi-
ence. however, planning is an essential feature of a management
control system. Without it management lacks an appropriate basis
for deciding upon necessary courses of action and allocating re-
sources to carry out these activities in the roost efficient and
effective manner.

Lack of linkage to salary and expense budget
preppration frustrates planning

A primary reason for planning is to establish a basis for
estimating the resources required to carry out activities which
management considers necessary to fulfill program objectives. How-
ever, the Head Start Bureau does not prepare its own salary and
expense budget. We confirmed that this budget is prepared by OHDS
rather than by Head Start, and it is based primarily on approved
staffing levels rather than resource needs identified by the
Burbau. As a result, Head Start management regards planning as
a somewhat futile effort. One key Head Starteheadquarters execu-
tive expressed his views about planning as follows: "Why do sop-
histicated long - range. planning if Head Start funds are not avail-
able to carry out the plan?" We understand this concgzn over
scarce resources and lack of control over preparation Of the Head
Start salary and expense budget, but we believe that these condi-
tions increase the need for effective planning because a funda-
mental objective of planning is to make the best possible use
of available resources.
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In 1975 and 1978, the Congress reauthorized the program for
3 years. The current authorization expires in fiscal year 1981.
Ode believe that forward planning for -'eal Start should not be less
than the time perLod for which the program has been authorized.

Conclusions

Head Start does not have comprehensive long-range planningfor
all of its major prIgram components and other major functions. The
planning that is done is generally incomplete, and individual plans
are not brought together into an overall planning system. Planning
is ao essential ingredient of any comprehensive management control
system and is needed IL program Tanagement is to most effectively
and efficiently utilize available resources to achieve program ob-
jectives.

Recommendations to the
Secretary of

Tne Secretarythould (1) direct the Com.-Lissioner of ;CYF toe
velop and implement an overall planning system for tea.-1 Start cover-
ing all progra,, components and major functions and (2) assure that
s.;fficiett teso,rces are available to operate the system.

The Secretary should also require that T-..ead Start forward
planning cover a period not less than the period of program re-
a thorlzation approved by the Ceingrer.

A MANAGE NT INFORMATION SYSTEM
IS LONG OVERDUE

In its 16-year history, Head Start has not developed a sysitm
for accumulating current program and financial information about
its grantees into a common data base. Several periodic reports
prepared by grantees and independent auditors provide useful in-
formation to regional and national program management. However,
there is not any process for updating this information as changes

L4
occur or a computerized system 4hich links all this information
together in a data base for qui ' access by regional and headquar-
ters management. One regional office has constructed a computer-
ized system which is serving the needs of its regional management:
however, efforts by QHDS to develop programwide system are at
an impasse.

Head tart's operatin/and financial
info tion about grantees is not linked
coget er, computerized, or timely

A

Head Start collects information from its rrantees through
reports from and responses to a questionnaire by the intees and
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their delegate agencies or their independent auditors, which are
submitted to eitner the regional or national office. Features
ormaypr recurring reports and questionnaires are summaried as
follows:

- -Type of inforration - Program characteristics and operat-
ing statistics, status of compliance with program and
administrative requirements, status of grant funds, finan-
cial statements, and status of activities pertaining to
handicapped children.

- - purposes of reports - Lsed c4/ prograr and grants "a -avers
at all levels to assess grantees' compliance with perform-
ance standards, account fo'r and monitor the use of grant
funds, mae progra-ratic and managerent decisions, ar -re-
pare the annual report on children to te
Zori-Jress.

- -:reguehci cf nreparaticr - Fiscal reports garter. , of -er
reports semiarr-ally or ann_ally.

7
;

cf rencrts Pegional progrl- a-- ors -a--
agement _,ffces an-1 t-e nealnuarters !;rodram office.

Liee app. for d list nr-tnese reports.anc g_iestiohnaires.)

aacn of tne reports oontai-s sore information 'useful to
regional -anagement in oarr in; out its responsibility to assist
and ronitor urantees Witn _ their regiorrs. owever:

A

- -Two of toe reports, the Program Information Report and the
-!,estionnaire on the handicapped, are sent iirer_tiy to
-eaiq..arters cy grantees, thus ripassing toe renoonal of-
fires which could use the information for assisting and
monitoring grantees.

-1

- -All reports are generally historical in natutie. 'ost in-
clude information covering tne results of a full year,
.Lhich is not availatle until several months have elasped
in the new program year. Also, reports on validations
of grantee self-assessments are available.only once every
3 years. As a result, regional offices do not receive
the information soon enough to deal with .grantees' prop-
1Pms in a timely manner.

-When reports are received in the regional offices (except
in the Atlanta Regional office }, they are handled manually.
Information from them is accessed manually. If any addi-
tional computations or data correlations are desired, this
must be done manually. These manual operations are time
consuming, and the flow of information to management is
impeded..



dead Start could make better use of certain information it
has available. Lntil early 1978, sumrary tabulations of the out-
of-compliance conditions found by regional offices during their
indepth validations of grantees were prepared y headquarters.
This practice was discontinued because, according to a headquarters
official, theresults were not very useful. Also, at the time of
'fur fieldwork, findings of independent auditors of lead, Start
grantees were routinely tabulated ty onDs headquarters and sent
to ACYF and regional offices. These tabulations are used by the
regional offices, but again headquarters officials said that they
are not considered useful by ACYF headquarters. SinCe these tab-
ulations of out-of-compliance conditions and independent auditors'
findings indicate a wide variety of grantee problems, we believe
they snould be used br ACYF for planning corrective efforts.

for regional an. neadq,arters personne,i to make the best _;se
of the available information, a comp,ter-based infor-ation system
will haie tc ce deieloped.- Even tnough it is possible to o'perate
,vita a nonco,-,pterized (-an,a1) infor-ation syste-, t1-ere are sig-
nificant advantages to a well-designed computerized syste- {pro -
'riding that input to tne system is reliahle), includirg faster a-d
better infor-atio-, r-,ore effective ,se of staff an; fbacilitie,
and improved -,ecisionmaking.

easically, a computerized' management_ infor-at ion 5r ste- cap-
tures rata as close to the source as possible, enters it i-to tre
computer system, and per-its tie syste- to utilize co-,T-on files
(a aata bank or data base)to pro le different outputs needed by
-anage-ent. A single piece of information is entered into the
system only once and, fro- then on it is available to serve all _,ser
requirements. A computerizei information syster with a com.-ph data
base facilitates presenting information to managers, when heeded,
in a coordinatea rather than a seg-ented fashion.

Jne region
).a

1 office nas a pT..,type
information system

The nCifi Atlanta Regional _ffice has art information system in
operation with a coma r.):1 d4ta base. It was designed anl implemented
by regional lead Start personnel with nelp from the 't!S regional

data management center.

4

The objective of this system is to proviie lead Start manage-
ment and regional-community representatives witn relevant current
information about the status of each grantee within the region.
corrunity representatives, located in each regional office, are
the key federal representatives interrelating with 1,--cal 'ea: Start
programs. Their duties include interpreting the program's national
and regional policies as well as monitoring and evaluating the
quality of grantee performance. Information which c,omrunity repre-
sentatives in the Atlanta region obtain from the regional ilforra-
tion system Includes grantee funiing levels funded err%11-ent;

c
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rreaclown of approeJ c,Iset: ...Tier of -eledate agencies, centers,
and classr,ons: financial audit status: o-t-of-ooflpliance condi-
tions: ar: other In:oration to assist tte reaioral office ir -sni-
t,ring its :grantees. The regidnal crodra- director told -s re uses
this infor-ation t:o identify items req-irirg attention zy tne co --
-unity representatives and to help e-al-ate their perfor-ance.
Atlanta is -eal Start's larsest redior: it is responsible for 19
percent of ail grantees. The redional prodra- .director said -at,
.itno4t tnis i-for-atisn syste-, -e -st stay arreast of
dra-tees In t-is regiso.

A -niq,e feat-re -f t±ls redic-al :-for-atioo s,ster- _s .rat
it -t-lizes t-e coos--nit represertati.es for enteri-g al_ data
into tne syste-. Their tata so-roes loc.-de reports SrCw
apperdix represe-tati:es are eneoted to na:e.
contact ..t- tne ea] Start drantees for ,hicn -dey respo-s.-
.e. The: $-o-.2, t-erefore, t-e rest fr..-edge a20-t
7ari4Lt1 ,f : ,t_s: reoeied fro- dra-tees an- re t-e

oo-serned .1t'- its
,s

aco , racy co-p:leteress reca-se t-ey ca-
r-pfit fro- .s--1 ^ ":" " .o cycto, dPs.ra--0
fest-re of _'is sste- _'at, irfor-at.s- a-o-t t-P sra-
-s .at-ere- t-e tPar, .t is e-tere t-e s,ste-.
For exa4.e, if a sra-tee s-zr-ts e.i'e-se to t-e redioral -a" "P
t;at a- o-t-sif-cs-plia-oe csnditior -as zee-. zrs-dht 1-to =r-p11-
arse, t-is oe. --for-at:so can re entered to JpdatP the, drarteP's
record. --s, _re Atlanta syste- r,ro ides regional -anase-e-t w__
_'.e :st o-rrert iofor-atio- a-a,lar_e acs,t drat tees _re

eat Start -anage-ent adrees
that a -anade- -t irforratisn
syste- is reeved 4

. Ae tiso-sset the tee; for 7 -ead Start -anade-e-t infor-ation
syste- .itn A,IF ant :ead Start -aoage-ent and staff in heald,ar-
ters and in five regional offices. They agreed tnat there was a
need for the syste-. A headq,arters official told us that ot-er

4\
The nregions here also intereste,. e need for a syste- has tee dis-

sassed cy nigh-level depar e t officials for at least 4 years.
In march 1976, the 1-1S Assistant Secretary for °HOS, during house
appropriations hearings, requested fandind for management informa-
tion systerS. In march 1978 before the same subcommittee, the
Assistant Secretary said that there is sore opposition to having
a oentralizedsinformation system because it dives

.d

some people extra
..--

power if they have information, however,

"I, for one, relieve that, if .e lo'not have the
inff,rration, oentrshlizel information system, with
capacity to collect data which at least has some
congruence, an3 if we do not ievelop both the soft-
dare and tne hardware, that we can not he responsile
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to the Congress, to constituents or to States. The
fact of the matter is that we have not been. * * *"

Current efforts to develop
a system are bogged down

Although responsibility for designing a Head Start informa-
tion system has been assigned, efforts to accomplish this are
at an impasse. In the 1978 reorganization of OHDS, a new Office
of Program Systems Development was established within the Office
of Planning Research and Evaluation. 1/

J
The Systems Development Office has responsibility for plan-

ning, specifying, developing, and delivering automated and non-
automated systems for management and administration. In January

t 1979, the 7.,ffice of PI Research and Evaluation and the Office
of Administration . ManAkment sent the Assistant Secretary a
feasibility study or conveTt,ing OHDS data processing and word-
processing ap,Oities to mini-computer equipment. A plan was then
established or using the proposed new computer capabilitz to do-
velop and operate a grants nianagerent information system and other
components to serve prOgrarrr areas, such as Head Star, the Adminis-
tration on Aging, and other OHDS programs.

00'

The Deputy Director !Nor Program Assistance Development told
us that Head Start was selected as the first OHDS program to be
included in the new tanagement information system because it
already had good data in its various reports. In September 1979,
the Deputi Director told us thatt some slippage had occurred. The
plan had called for work to begin on the Head Start component in
March 1979. In March 1980, the Deputy Director told us that there
had been no progress in designing an information system for Head
Start. He said no response had been received from Head Start to
his request foi' designating a Head Start focal point.

tie also stressed the importance of obtaining the full-time
services of a senior Head Start person for at least 6 months and
part time thereafter to help define the Head Start system users'
informational needs. This is a critically important task which
should be performed early in ddsigning a computer-based system.

1/On September 29, 1980, HHS published in the Federal Register a
general reorganization of OHDS and a statement of OHDS organiza-
tion functions and delegation of authority. This resulted in
the abolishment of the Office of Planning Research and Evaluation
and created a new OeSice of Policy Development. The new office
is responsible for formulating OHDS policy which provides direc-
tion in establishing agency goals. The new office also acts a$
the central point for policy planning in OHDS and manages OHDS
planning systems.
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The failure of Head Start to designate a person for this function
has effectively impeded all further work on the Head Start component
of the new system.

The February 1980 functional description 'for Head Start's
Program Management and Operations Division requires collaboration
with HHS headquarters offices in information systems design. The
division director requested in February 1980 that a w permanent,
full -time position for a systems analyst be authorized and noted
in the justification that the Head Start Bureau did pot have a
nonsupervisory employee qualified to design either management or
information systems. however, later that 'oath the former Head
Start Bureau Associate Director prepared a prioritized list of new
positions for the Commissioner of ACYF and the list did not include
the needed systems analyst indicating that he did, not consider de-
veloping a Held Start information system to be a-ong the highest
priorities.

:onclusions

-1-nrIk.ghout its nistory -eal Start has cperated .1tho_:t a man-
agement infaticn system, Information about grantees, now col-
lected in a variety of reports and a questionnaire, could be as-
Semcled with a common data base and computerized to facilitate
information updating and quick access by regional an headquarters
:lea: Start -^anagement. One region has already demonstrated this
by developing its or computerized information system. dead S:;.ert
regional and headquarters management_ officials acknowledge the
need for a new system, and or has begun within OHDS, out, system
development k-as been bogged down because Heal Start has not had
qualified staff nor has given a high enough priority. to this effort.

Recommendation to the
Secretary of i-HS

We recom4end that the Secretary direct the Commissioner of
AC,YF to develop and implement a management information system for
:lead Start.

SYSTEMS FOR MONITG,GRANTEES
IEED I:./TROVEME:17

AC4'YT has three formal systems for monitoring the4perforknce
of its grantees. Because the formal monitoring systems are not
working as well as they shou13, they do not provide adequate in-
formation to determine,whether grantees are operating in accord-
ap-ce with prescribed performance standards and Federal grarft provi-
sions. In addition, some problems found during monitoring of Head
Start grantees have existed for long periods without correction.
ACYF should take several actions to improve the quality of its
monitoring systems and bring grantees into compliance with program
aril administrative requirements.
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Three formal systems are used by ACYF to monitor Head Start
grantees:

- -Self-assessment/validation system.

--Annual audits by independent auditors.

- -Program performance indicators.

Although each of these systems contributes to Federal oversight ani
control, each also needs improvement as discussed in the following
sections. In addition to these formal systems, ACYF uses several
less formal means of monitoring grantee operations.

Self-assessrent,validation system

Tnis syster is used by ACYF to determine the extent cf oom-
pliance witn program requirements by granttees and delegate agencies.
After written instruments are completed by the grantees and dele-
gates, they are validated by teams from ACYF or cy contractors.
While the system has assisted ACYF to identify needed corrective
actions, the system needs improvement if the maximum benefits are
to be reaiized. In '-"'*,nn sore problems found during the self-
assessment validation processshave remained uncorrectod for long

periods.

Self-assessment/validation instruments

Two written instruments are used by ACYF "to evaluate grartees'
compliance with prograr requirements:

--Selfisassessment validation instrument (SAVI)--used to assess
the extent of compliance with program component performance
standards.

- -Administrative self-assessment validation instrument--used
to assess the extent of compl.iance with administrative
requirements.

As part of an effort tb improve grantees' performance, in
1976 ')CD (now ACYF) issued a document entitled "Self-Assessment
Validation Instrument" to be used by Sad Start gratees and dele-
gate agencies in conducting an annual ssessment of their program
components. SAVI contains guestiorio on each performance stan4rd
with accompanying guidance for assuring compliance.in the areas
of education, health (medical, dental, and mental), nutrition,
social services, and parent involvement. There are a total of
162 performance standards for these components.

To evaluate grantees' compliance with program grants manage-
ment and administrative requirements, ACYF has also deJelopel an
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administrative SAVI. This instrument is to be used by grantees to
assess their own compliance in the following areas:

- -Management system requirexilents.

- -Personnel management system requirements.

- -Personnel policies and procdaures requirements.

- -File and records system requirements.

--Financial ¶ anagement system.

--Requirements for'an annual financial audit.

- 'Insurance requirements.

- -Code of conduct,requirement.

--Free competition requirement.

--Procurement procedures requirements.

- -Nonexpendable personal property requirements.

- -Participant eligibility requirements.

- -Enrollment and attendance requirements.

The self-assessment/validation process
A

ACYF requires that every year each Head Start grantee,'with
involvement of all its delegate agencies, carry out a self-.0
assessment and submit to regional officesthe composite SAVI based
on the findings of all delegate agencies and the grantee. This
shoald be done before an onsite review by a representative of the
regional office, ordinarily the grantee's community representative.

Every 3 years, teams with specialized subject area expertise
visit the grantees for several days to conduct indepth validation
of SAVI previously prepared by the granges. Usually, these teams
are contractor personnel Although they are generally led by the
regional community representatives.

The total cost of indepth validations has not been compiled:
however; it appears to represent a substantial ACYF investment.
Validation teams are usually comprised of at least four persons
including both ACYF and contractor personnel, but more than four
persons are often used when larger grantees are being reviewed.
Cach year about 400 validations are performed programwide. Ac-
cording to a headquarters official, payments to regional contrac-
tors alone for validation support and followup will cost about
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$5.8 tillion In fiscal year 1980 or about 45 percen of the $12.8
Tillion budgeted for training and technical assistace cqntracts

If 0

The sults of the inde ?th validation, plovide the basis for

an a4reeirte t between the regional offices an grantees on actions
the antees will take to bilrig Items into compliance.

Regions also use the resets to identify training and t..ech-
nical assistance needed by the grantee. Thus, the assessmek of

grantees" compliance orit4 program performance standards and admin-
istrative requirements through the SAVI and validation process is
the principal way in which read Start programs are monitored, and
needed corrective actions are identified.

for regional offices.

Program regulationspecify that, if a grantee or delegate
agency fails to comply with all program performance standards
within 90 oars of notification, 'or longer if circumstances warrant
extra time,,the responsible HHS official is to oegin suspension

termination proceedings or notify the grantee of the intent to

ueny rfunding. "according tto the former Associate Director of the
nead Start Bureau, most defLndfing actions are based on fiscal 71S-
manaement cy grantees./rather than on noncomplian'Zb with perform-
ance.staddards unless the health, safety,, and welfare of the chil-
drenlare threatened. ne said,this is because sufficient funds are

4 not -Nrailable to bring grantees into compliance with all program
standards.

Self-assessment, vadidation problems

while grantee self-assessments and regional office validatiolp
of 4rantee performance nave undoubtedly improved grantees' opera-
tions, some proclems remain which need to be addrdteed by nCYF. 4

Inconsistent use of SAVI
/by regional offices_

The self-assessment 'caliciaions of grantee perfo-.,a;1-1:re not

'made in the same way by each ACYF regional office.c Consequently,
there isoto assutance that out-of-compliance conditions repOrted
from location to location represent the same deficiency. An ACYF
contractor reported in 1979 that some regions view the progra per-
fpimance standards as maximum requirements and do not apply SAVI
rigidly while other regions consider the standards to be M141MJM
requirements and tend to be strict in their enforcement. 1/ Thus,

the reported out-of-compliance conditions will not be consistent

1 /Kirschner Associates, Inc., qcantee Management Status Report,
Department of Health, Educat.eron, and Welfare, August 1979,

page- 132.
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because there are widely varying interpretations of the le el of
performance called for by the standards.

Consistency of indepth SAVI validations requires that all
regional office and contractor personnel participating in the va-
lidation, interpret program regulations and requirements unifor-ly..
Presently there is no assurance of this consistency.

:7rantees we visited in Montana, Coloraco, mississippi, and
Ala.nama told us of their concern about different interpretations
that they had receive! from different reg.onal office cor--nity
representatives. One regional director told us that sc-T co-runity
representatives know the background of ri S regulations, tut'are un-
certain about answering questions from grantees. It is especially
important for community represerives to have a clear understand-
ing of progra7 requiremens cecause they participate on validation
teas and serve as tea-, leaders. A headquarters official' 'told us
that tea- lea.lers are expected to pro-ride e \pert assistance to the
participating contractor perso%nel.

')ur review of a schedule of contracts for training and tecl"-
nical assistance for fiscal year 1979 showed that a total of 42
contractor organizations were performing indepth ,,alidations and
provida-ng support in all 10 tiHS regions and IMPD. An ':AS contrac-
tor reported in 1979that a ma3o, variable among these contractors
was the Tethod they used to prepare participating team members.
Several contractors used primarily the same professionals on all
vali.lation teams, some contractors used only an information packet
and, training materials for their tear merte,rs, and a few contrac-
tors left orientation of the teams up to the ACYF tea- leade.r. 1

because community representatives do not interpret program
requirerentsisconsistently and because they lea'; validation teams
which may be comprised of program and contractor personnel who
lack extensive knowledge of program requirements, th*re is no as-
surance of consistency in determining out-of-compliance conditions
which need correcting:

,fri our opinion this is a longstanding problem resulting from
the failure by AC1F to properly train its community representatives
to *Werstand the meaning of program requirements.

Ti-aining of community represent4lives
is essential

Community representatives must be adequately trained to carry
out their program monitoring responsibilities and adequately

0,1/Kirschner Associates, Inc., Grantee Management Statous,Report,
Department of health, Education, and Welfare, Augu
page 132.
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Interpret !)rogral regulatIons ano requirerents. sor-e ref-
nesentatives have attenie! training o'cuses, healcluarters an,
re41onal officials toll us that AC' ,oe), not offer a co-prene-si.e
training course .rich wo-13 equip tne representatives to perfor- -

a wiPde ranee of uuties. These duties, in addition to ronitorind,
include Lut carQ not lir'ited to:

- '-Assist my gotantees to prepare .:rant appilcatior packages.

teohnical assistance.

-1nterpretin, an1 uefining ,Federal policies an_; guidelines.

-%elptng igrantees to coordinate their acti:ities wit:- other
relates progra,-s.

3rantees' Ludget proposals ana :evade::, .ork
pro;ra;-s.

tlo,:oraing to officials, A.::17 -as recognizea t'at trai-ing is
n ecessar, an, r_eg-n to take actio-. It conductec a traininc
-ees assess-e-t in 197.9, aru in January 198C requeste': the
,:ontracts ent Li.ision to prepare a request,,for proposal
for a contract to train all ..ead Start co--,,nit/ representatives.

Ar. A.:: representatiie to -s o Septercer 9, I9V.,
a request for proposal na: not peen but trat ana
appro-ais ,ere penoinc an that tne contra:. .oz,i re fu, aev after
Septencer 3D, 198U.

idertified,,uring the
self-assessrent validation process
nave reraineu uncorrected for long perio::s

Aitnogn is experienoingproLie-s it tne self-
assess-ent valrnatIon syster, it has neen asef.:. to AC:F in iden-
t4rfrrmi the noncorpliance status of its grantees any deledate
agencies. A,:'1F has not, ho.ever.., achie ,,ed its desired level of
suoo-ess in -:orrecting the noncoopliarce conditicns

(no. AoYi.) reported in a 1976 goa, statereht for -;ea..1

, tart that lata fro- a ariety of sources inaicated that :-a :r p'ro-
jra.:s .ere :-.trfont11, oat of corpliance .ith prograr perfoL-...ance
star. ;arcs in one or rore pr*cworair. areas ani noted that so7e progra-s

g.oll, nee, longer than the estanlis'he, 9r)-day period to achieve
compliance. q,L, further stated 'that, through a variety of efforts,
it would wcrric to strengthen the ability of grantees to corpl, with
the staniaris LI the end of fiscal year 1977.

,i3ecause no Jerall compilation of grantee corpliance stat,s
is rrizrie ray AjA., it Is not possiule to deterrine the percentage
of start jralItees out of corplsiance..1:-,h each rerformance
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stanl,r_; or t7-, Teter "toe the le--;th -f -1-P they '-ave ree- .-:-_- of
co-pl\l-_e. o.,e.er, .t_.: -as -ct :-_-.1e.e-; .ts or:ettl,e of '1-..
ing al _ra-tees 1-to ch-I_lia-oe .1t- t-e gerfor-a--P sta-:ar.s.

:r 7,-,e region, tab_ fates its gra-tees' oo-pliaoe stat,s
1- a ocs-p,ter-caseo irfor-atior syste-, tre following sa-ple of
cr-F-7,-1.1roe stat_s was reporte-a 1- :ne State is of "aror .9'9:

of grl-tees
star.:,arTa nc.t it

Strat.egles fcr
Ps

_ ce.1 - res fcr onser:atlo-,
an e/a...ation of eac h ?rc,t-

arl

-e P" P-- ;e
sxste-

iarent tra-hi-7 acti;ities t-at oa- ce ..se:
rei-forhe t-e a-o

:ewe.o7-Pnt of t-e:r-h-ilrPn in

::e'tlfl *re -_tritioha1 neei9 a- pronle-s -f
tre o"-z..;re- 1- tne -eA-1 Star- -r c-7.--a- a-;
their faTilies

32

.Bette. worse rates of -..0-711a-oe were renorte for -ari
,t-er pPrfor-ah-P starlar-is. 7-e Lire--or of --e See _:e

Assess-en.t in t-ls ,s that 4hat cfter --ar7e-s
;,,s that the sa'-e ite- are found o,t of oo-pliahcP yearly.

Ae Lelieve that .longstaniaing oat-of -oorplianoe con-aitions
are -)co,rring for at least three re.,iso7§:

--So-e grantees lacy the fuz.is to correct oat-of-co-plia-ce
iters.

ca.

4

regional persohr,e1 to help assure co,-pliance
""h*N is inalequate.

--ALY} has not developed an administrative rnanual. which is
nee1e1 to help 4rantees un'aerstand progra- requirerents.

Sorre grantees lack funds to correct
ut-of-compliance items

1

In many cases, the inability of a grantee to cr)rply with pro-
qram standards can be attritutel to the lack of funds. we estimate
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that lack of funds ClauId cause a problem of compliance with at
least 81 (or 50 pprcent) of the 162 standards. For eiample, these
,would include re(p,irements for:

- -Safe and effective-.heating systems.

- -Fer;ced outdoor play areas.

- -Sufficient furniture, equipment, and material:

- -Special provisions for handicapped children.
`1116'

ana denLal oxamirA4lons.

,--Meali meeting certain nutritional requirements.

The one region, Atlanta, w'-ich tab,lates its grantees' out -of-
compliance conditions, also obtains estimates from tne grantees of
their additional funding needed to offset space, transportation,
and other costs so tnat they could achieve compliance. The re-
gional,summary for arch 1979 showed that grantees in Y.ississippi
would need about $4.4 million of additional funding. This is
10.2 percent of the $42.7 total fiscal year 1979 funding for v.iss-
issippi. Alabama would need an additional $736,236 (about 5.25 per-
cent) of its fiscal 1979 funding level of about S14 million. A
1979 study of its grantees by the ACYF Kansas City Regional Office
disclosed that a 15.4-percent supplement to regular funding would
De required if grantees in that regionwere to continue their cur-
rent enrollment levels and meet mandated performance standards.

Although these are not Statistically valid estimates, they in-
dicate that *antees might need between 5 and 15 percent additional
funding to meet program standards compliance requirements. When
these percentages are applied to the $691 millittn allocated to Head
Start grantees in fiscal year 1980, the resulting estimate of addi-
tion funds needed ranges from $34.6 million to $103.7 million to
achieve full compliance with program standards. We believe that
much of the money would be a oAe-time requirement cecause such cost
as major facility maintenance (e.g., new roofing or plumbing) and
bus purchases would not usually recur annually. Other costs, such
as minor maintenance, medical and dental examinations, and food -

are recurring.

The most recently revised SAVI and the administratiae SAVI now
include, for the first time, an identification of reason for non-
compliance including:

-=Insufficient funding available.

- -Insufficient resources available in community.
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--Staff lacks adequate wills

--Insuffici6nt staffing.

--Inadequate parent invoIve-ent supncrt services.

--Inauequate record.keeping.

Ae believe that gathering tnis kind of inforr-ation should
1-,prove the self-assessment and validation process because it mill
enable ;lead Start officials to focus attention on t'e specific
type of corrective action required. :-..owe'.er, .henever
funding is identified as the cauSe for nonac-pliance, +r^ -a

funas required should be calsa.ated oy tne arantee, verified n, t-e
co7.runity representative, and tabulated by ACYF recic-al of-
fice to help support funding requests and fu "c allocatiors to
grantees. The rea,c for A.CYF to aat-er and ana,..yze arartees' ccst
of services is furtrer ::Iscussed 1- crapter 4 on paae 39.

1-egiona. office fi,11c,..k.c

is inadequate /

Followup ci reaional personnel after progra- -onitcrini/is
co-pleted is neFcelsary to proai-4e grartees tecnnical a'Ssist-
ance and to assLre tat grantees naae tauten corrective actions.
In our 1975 repprt, stated that follo,4up was not adequate
cause of li-ite staff. Followup is stAll.inalequate. According
to regional directors, the community representatiaes eit'-er do not
nave tine to foilow up on grantee corrective actions or travel
funs are not aaailable to pay for the required trips. ("ur ana":;-

sis d'f mead Start staffing disclosed that there is a qestic
whetner staffing in regional _offices is adequate for ,-andli-c all
the responsibilities assigned, and it also discicised that a sl-ort-
age of travel funds has prevented co=unity representati:es fro-
-a(ing necessary trips to grantees. (See p. 61.

A dead Start administrative
manual is needed

A mead Start administrative marual for use ry grantee an
project directors and staff shpuld te7issued ny ACYF. :he usual
method used by Head Start to help bring grantees into cor^pliance
with program performance standards is by providing,ther traininc
and technical assistance, either by contractors or by regional
office personnel. 4owever, according to ACYF officials, thy
training has to be repeated frequently because of a high turnover
rate amona project directors and staff results in a continuous ir

demand for training. ,1We believe that an administrative manual
containing models of 'itceptable grantee records and procedures
would be a less costly alternative t,-) some training.
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entering anti contractudl, arran?,e-ents. i Tre list cf topis.s
which co.,,11...te ,.o.lerei in prsceiJrdl g-liarce -s eNters..,ve.

Ss-e ,rantees -e.e.:pe_: dr: .:sc--e-te- tneir c.c croce_.--res
to sat_sfy r needs; nowever, st-ers raze nst.
grdntees t=ld -s tnat an ad-_-.1strative ar. a, ws-:1
r.e ne_pf-i tc,em. AC'f F dg -arters and re=lisnal officla:srree-.

There are sev'eral potenti,al Lenefits ws_1. rPsult fro
iss-ance a_2,71%istra'Llve =r proceI-ra. (-7els, to
:rantees

t-e zest sf rPcet-ttP a--
assistan;e.

rates of co-plia--_e w,tr crcgra.- nerfsr-a-_e
sty - 1rds a-1 a_r-inistrat.ve reg-l.re-ents.

-2__racz sf prepare,
111.

- -:-pr

regisnal, an_ _ccal) .

- --n-anil%g t'-0, estaLi,sn:-ent --f d -anage-ert contro_ szst_-

(
b2, gra-tees.

--er.--g as _1 referer=e po for grantee -anage-e-t tral--ng.

p
-trergt-enIng progra- monitoring by re.ping to aps-re :re
',:onsistent anierstarding of progra- reg-irementst

-:-proiing operational efficiency, red,c,,-.ig fr,.stratinn, 'and

impr=ving -orale at a-1 le.eIs neca.se of -rat-a- dependence
on -z.ifor- g_idance.

The potential benefits of iss.Aing procedural gui7lance are
_great, and in our opinion tnis effort should not be costly. '-urirg

our review, we found several anua.ls concerning various areas of
administration whicA had been prepared by contractors for indi;Id-
ual AcYF reglonal offices. For example, one manual included seci
t'ions on -anagerrent by objectives, internal control, and fiscal
procedures while another covered program options, pirsonnel poll-

100
cies, and procedures and communications. The most comprehensi,.v
manual we found was prepared in h11S Region x (Seattle) at ICD ex-
pense in 1973. Among other subjects, this manual included sections
on recordKeeping and needs assessments. we believe that by gather-
ing information from the contents of these manuals ACYF would he
rie able to issue updated procedural guidance at a minimum cost.

1/Ibli., pages 131 to 133.
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Ae _.:o' nDt believe trat --ea: St.1dA sko,..11 ate-pt tc nrg-cisel,
_Iefi-e :rnce-i,ral req-ire -eats f7.-r gra:tees re:a-se so--e have
alrea-,:i staLils1-.e:-.1 syste-s an-1 oce=1ures airia,Jate fir their
-.,../n nee-_1 41',1Ch 5-0.-1-1 -eet acc-..ntallity realir-ents. Ae '.:10

Le1leve,',1104er, trat -ea'. Start car e-efit fro- iss-a-ce of
procel,raI --.';dels :Jr 7eT.eral g-1-1a-_e Ahic' .oan be -sel ty 7ra:tees.

f
Arr..al a,;Its ':.f -ea-3 Start ra -tees

I'-e set,:o- fo,r-al -r-ito,r1-1 syste- is c'D.-prisP-1 of arnJal
1-1441---lent a....ts of ea-1 Start 7ra:tees. 1-*req,;e:tly, a-11t .

rep_rts are rezei.e71 late a:I are -ci.t prccesse-1 ty ACfF regina..
offices in a tt-eli -anner. -..-S -,.1 -lance for aa-1itr'rs Ices :ct
re-l-ire D.r-f.._.__ tre ,prepara*io- of rala-e Sleets ae.-1 does not
re.::,-, -end ...ffi...e.'- _(..,s": -1etal. in t-e Sta-e-ent of Pelon..es, EY-
pe:ses an: Ceanges _ F,;nr! Barazzce.. The prescrine'l state -ent for-
-at pr-';.1-2.es f:).r. 7r1y a fef, lescripti 'e expense catecories an 'T.' two,'

= ate il" exr-e-se ,'ater:ories, .'-'..c'- ,---7-,-1-3 Incl-le -a:-: ito-s of
e(r.e-se. 7-ese irroc.e-s i-pele t-e effecti..P a-.1--inis-ratio. of
'clefs. :-, a:::tio:, so-e ms... .:t .o,r,-, re,3...ire-2 r., - S orerlaps .,itn

.-_,r< cerfor-e-_! --o-it'-_,r1:7 tea-s.

Felera.. '-e _eat a- a-,n-al a. 711t of t-e
Start pr7;gra- coer.n7 tee prio.r perie---1 eac'- -ea- Start

an-! .-s 1A.7ate a70-oles 'I/ a- 1.--1ee-Hee.t
:p-er-lee .:et-er:

age:of's financial state-ents are ao-,.ratc..

age' _y is tee ter-s an-2. oornitiors
.1"P grart.

fina:cial a3-1:istrative prooe-1-res an-,1
r,a;e heer installe-1 are.operatin effectiJely.

t-,ese a,-1Nts are rep is crer are ra pri 'ate
-ertifie1 accoJntarts, an2 they re resort only

of -.'i-antees fisca: o,peratl,tns.

AP .)H eot eial,Aate tne audit_ process, tne ,luality of a..-111._
efforts. ,Fe isclssel tnese

ned,Th.,arters an-1 regi-eal Start pro'7'.ra- .trace -ert
grants -ana-je-,err_ ve also reJles.,e1 coes..1,-ae.t's l)79

o- Start -lanage-ent ani raterials inlioatirq
trat re=aAse of seJeral pot'ter's ralJe f these a..1-11t reports

Start arc; -,;rants -anage7ent personnel is 11;--inishe1. 1

1 :r.i"!. Porles 114 to 11.
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Hiss regional offices often receive reports from independent
auditors late, and after they are received, they are often not
reviewed by HHS regional auditors and C.',hDS grants management
personnel in a timely manner.

Although program regulations require that these reports be
subritted by the auditors within 4 -onths after the prior budget
period, they are often not submitted on time. In 1979, an -HS
contractor found that 58 percent of the reports were late and that
the late reports in its sample were an average of 77 days over-
due. 1/ In 1980 the Surveys and Investigations Staff, House Co--
-ittee on Appropriations, reported that 16 of the 35 (46 percent)
audit reports on 'lead Start grantees 4hic- telt e.%a-ined were not
issued within the required 4 months. 2

Independent auditors are required to sat-it copies of their
reports to the grantee, the regional -inS audit agency, and the
regional or headquarters grants -anager-ent office. 1-19S auditors

review tn,e reports, record findings, and notify grantees of t}-e

responses required fro- tne- in order to resc,l'.e t ^e fi-di-cs.
;rants management offices are rilisponsible for following ,p on
responSes fro- grantees.

According to regional grants management officers'we inter-
viewed, there are often substantial delays in both the regional
audits and grants management offices neca-se insufficier.t person-
nel are available to process tne reports in a ti-e: y tanner. For
example, one regional grants ranagerentAiofficer told us that the
NHS Alit agency in that region had a 1-year bacIclog of audit re-
ports rid that, once the reports reached his office, anotner 6
-onths was usually required for processing. In another region the
grants officer was working to clear a tatklog of over 100 repCrts.

Late receipt of Ludit reports fro- independent auditors and
processing delays in hRS audit and grants management offices cause
some loss of fiscal control over grantees. One i-nportant use of
these reports is to verify the amount of funds not used by the
grantee. if any, which result's in a reduction of succeeding grants.
Another use is to identify any grantee's expenditures that an audi-
tor recommends oe disallowed and which, if sustained by further
review, causes an ad;ustment to the succeeding grant. WhiLe these
adjustments can be made in the future, better fiscal control is

.6.

1/1b11., page 117.

2 /Report to the house Committee on Appropriations by the Surveys
and Investigations Staff of the Departments of Labor; Health,
Education, and Welfare; and related agencies, the ?Ouse Appro-
priations.Committee, Head Start Program Funding and Administra-
tion, February 1980 page 35.
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exercised when they are -a-e,in a ti-ely 7ahner. then relays are
experiencei, a grantee ay naie gone througr one grant refunlincl
,yole ce well iritb a sutseuent refun.iing period Lefore ad:ust-
-e!.ts are "ode.

72,1though regional prograr airectors ana.grants -anagerent
officers agreed tnat the auult ,reports were valuatle .for fiscal
control, there was a lack of concurrence a-ong grarts officers
regarling report quality. According to the grants officer in ..eat
Start's largest region. the audit report ,/uality has peen generally
satisfaotorz, .zut in another region t'e grants officer, alsT, a
certifiel accountant, referreU to t'-e clualitz as fair tc
poor.

A s-ortco-irg of au lit reports for tne grantees w'e visited is
_-at t-'e expense categories in t'-e audited stater-ent of ree-de,

, expenses, and fund calances ao not usually co-tain de-
tali. T: at is, lar;e a-oLnts of cost are reported in tre "ot-er"

e' Dense categories. 1--ese categories appear to
-e ,.se} for repurtin surf:- -a: or ite-s of e/pense as rents,
ties, ari transportation. Ae teliefe t'-at this lack of uetaii is
occurring cecause ,the ai-it for -lead Start suggests t_-at
a.,AtLrs f-ilow a prescrit.ed report for-at which includes t-e
"otner" anl "contractual" gxp ense categories instead of ore de-
s-iriptive categories.

uuarterii finarcial stat.is reports prepare; cy aran'ees
suh-itte_. to - uS re;icnal jrarts -anage-ent offi;es also do nct

i.e-tificaticn of tne categories of,...,110;Ises. Therefore,
,rants -anage-e-t and progra- personnel do not receive lufficiently

infor7ation fro,- grantees to per "it tne7 t -onitor grant-
ees' e pehJitures it sa-e leiel of detail as shown in the
4rantees' ap:Dlication for fanding.

7-Jhotrer snortoo-ing of tl-e financial state-ents prepare
inuepehient -luiltors is tnat sos-e not incldde nalance s'-eets.

t-is is cecause gdiaance f r auditors does not
in:ille a sneet as a require-ent or a suggested ed.-licit.
regio-ai 1-ants -anage;ent officer told .As he is particularly
o%cernel aLout tris because, 41t"-lt a rA::11ance sheet. ',"S is
unal-.le to Teter -ihe the grantees' l iar i 11 1 status at yearer,*",.
Aitnnut a LAtance sheet tney are also ,.:'.axle to ieter-ine tre
,ran tee's ast. valance, flxei asset status, and Jtneri-lportant

ifor-ation at yearend as ';erifie, ry the indepehient
aulitors, this results in sor,e Liss of fiscal control.

%ev, "(,-;iielines for Financial ani L-7.rplmlionce Au:its of Fel-
erall, Asststeu Pr,:,,-,;rams" were putlishe.; in Fecruilri 198r). :nese

ie;eiope! uy _";11., the -ffi,e of vana-Jeent ani Budget
1-'113), 'A n'. the Intergovernmental Au!lt For u- are intend t- rep taco

6
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indi.,,1Jual program aulit guidelines previously used. The new guiie-
lines inclide exanples of iaproved financial statements including
balance sheets and a more comprehensive breakout of administration
and general ekpense aril, when used by independent auditors, they
shouli result in improved financial' statements in the audit reports
for -any nead Start 4rantees. .lowever, the new guidelines are pre-
scribed fJr- aulits of State and local governmental organizations
which are grantees f.r about one-third of all Heal Start projects,
_Ind the guidelines do not apply to the nonprofit community action

..,:agencies which sponsor about two-thirds of all dead Start projects.

oecause the new aalit guidelines containing suggestions for
1,prove1 financial state.Ients uo not apply to many 1,ea1 Start
grantees ani cecalee the 1977 Head Start Audit Guide does rot re-
4uire balance sheets or an annual operating state-nent showing-suf-
fi;ient expense etail to fleet the needs of )1-WS regional grants
-anage-ent offices, we neliktve that ACiF shoulu issue additioral
,1aance to indepenient aulitors of the Head Start progra-.

sno_Ill require *_rat alance sheets ce in all
a,lit reperts ari tnat tree ekpense categories to expandei to in-
_ ade aL, cate4ories of expenses incrred cy %eai Start

Two Jther problemS with audit reports noted by an hoS oontrac-
t,r in a i974 stu4y of 24 oead Start gpeIrt.,eqs are that:

--lne requires auditor's certifictition on the final quarterly
report of expvditures by the grantee was not included in
15 of the audit reports suhJitteo.

interviews, as required by HHS, were not conducted or
reportei in 18 of the audits era: iced. Exit conferences
elp th insure the accuracy and completeness of the facts

presented and the conclusions reached.

A final pronlem, identified by regional directors, staff, and
jrAnts -anagement personnel, is that independent auditors should not
ne require/ to review and repo,rt on grantees' compliance with per-
tineht legal and regulatory requirements. This is because the com-
pliance portion of the audit largely duplicates work done by com-
runity representatives and validation teams when visiting grantees,
and tecaase independent aulit,)is are not generally as familiar with
prudroir requirer:ents as the EIHS regional office progra7 personnel.

TiS aulit guidelines set forth procedures for the auditor to
use in evaluating grantee compliance with program regulations in
several areas including:

--Pr,)perty rianagement.

--Personned management.

tr
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- -Facility standards.

- -Health records.

- -Participant eligibility.

e
;These are, the subjects covered by program personnel using

either am!' or administrative SAVI. (See p. 54.) With the formal

/

i suahce of the adininistrative SAVI, We believe Heacl_Start should
liminate administrative compliance reviews by independent auditors
xcept where noncompliance would have a material effect on the
iinancial statements. For example, participant eligibility should
be checked-by independent auditors because the program might be
serving some ineligible persons and some costs might be disallowed.
However, health records need not be checked by independent audit-
ors. This function is more appropriate for program personnel.
Duplicat'ion of compliance testing results in unnecessary audit
costs. We estimate that independent audits cost about $3.5 million
annually. Elimination of unnecessary audit coverage should help
reduce audit costs.

Inaependent auditors who are unfamiliar with the program's
administrative requirements also create an additional workload
for hrtS regional offices.

When auditors report. that a grantee has not properly conformed

to program administrative requirements, the noncompliance item(s)
is entered into a computer,tzed system for followup by the regional
grants management office, and a monthly status report is preparld
in Washington, 1).C., for distribution to ACYF regional offices.
According to some regional grants management officers, many of the
items entered into this sAtem for followup are too small to be
significant or they are incorrect dueLto the auditor's misunder-
standing of program requirements. For example, a common audit
finding is that the grantee exceeded its annual budget. However,
according to a grants officer, this may be incorrect because, in
certain circumstances, the grantee is given flexibility to change
its annual budget because of approved changes in the budget for
certain items. Another, common finding is "insufficient inkind
contribution." According .o the grants officer, this finding is
sometimes incorrectly reported by the auditor because of his or

her inexperience. To correct this problem,-One region attempted
to set up training sessions for its outside auditors, but was
unsuccessful because the auditors dtd not want to incur the e%-
pense of attending training sessions.

Program performance indicators

The third formal monitoring system consists of a set of per-
formance indicators for measuring key dimensions of service quality
and 00,15(3ram performance. The indicators are results-oriented in
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nat,re dni odn include prograr ser,rice a-1 ictivities ani, In
s,Dme lostant_es, actudl progra- if the 16 inlicatcirs, /

6 f-,cus on the health areas; 2 each or e catIon, handicappe_l
dni parent involvement; 1 edcl oh z.utritich, social serioes,

aril caltural responsiveness; and the last irllcator, on parent
1-1p,IL..tS and satisfacion, is being level0pe1. The primary source
of lata for constructing the perfor-ahce indicators is the Progra-
1nfcr'at.on Report prepared by j.ratee ant Llei:egate ?agencies a-1

cy dr t 'S contractor. ACrt. src-11 ,-sing regional
ffi_e colmuhity representtlies, hf the c.Dntractcr, for

iata iJlidatior, to enhance the quality of tr-e indicators and rel_ce
the cost )f -isntractor serices.

ie)elop-ent of t-e perfcr-ance syste-

in .7-5 it toe request the Secretary t^r, first f-11-
iear report ...ids issue. oy AC-1F In Ferr,ary .?8C1 c'ering

for the full 197b-79 pro;ri- year.

ea start :erf-r---ce i-:1_'athrs are rerresPr-
_le_ts if Ferfir-o,1 ce are if sre7..-A, t

aesers iro
f

Tangiers. . eTe_-,ts
cr _rocs -pr =TArls-.7s : to sere is 7:y1=tlis.:_s

fhr 1-:-roverent.

:-.*forratkon ..or ccnstr-cti:o -f the is fr-c-

ne sourcest

- -:he lea.i Start Prograr Inforra"ticr. Report is complete'
sci--iarinally by each heal Start lrantee ,an. delegate d?e-c)..
it is ...se! or reporting characteristics of t-e prcgra-,
stiff, and cniliren, fu ;s receive-, an,1 costs incurred; er-
rollment Iota; and prograr cnrponent4operatihg statistic's.
'This report is the source of 12 performance inlicators in-
illlinq 6 on health and 1 each on e'iacation,
sr i31 serices, parent 1---7,1..e-ent, responsive-
-,ess, an; program costs.

- -Ihe Annual tandicapped Surrey provides inf)rmatuon no
hanlicappel children enrolled in Head Start ani on ser:ires
bro/iel to then. It is the source of indicators.

)rservatic,ns - donna the second half of the prc,-
gram year, trained obserers visit a sample of classroors
at grantees scheduled for indepth valilatinns. Tislic a

_hec,Oist they observe teacher behaviors, classroom activi-
ties, ani resources. This checkIis IS the source of in-
fcrmatin for one indicat a-.

In an intecuilew instrument t,_) to use,i as a tasis for an

indi:ator f impict on parents anL: satisfaction is under clevelp-
ment by A(._xf.
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Progra,71 performance indO*ors are ouantitative in contrast
to SA%'I results (see p..54) which are,qualitative. For example,
)ne inlicatr shows the numbers and percent of ".ead Start childre'

who have received comrlettAdental' e.aminations. SAVI does not re-
lues quantitative data but asks: Are the following basic dental
care services obtained or arranged for?"

--Dent Aan-Ination:

--estoration of decayed ri ary and pet -anent teeth.

--;alp therm .fir' prim ry and permanent teeth.

--Extri4Ctior ornonrest ratle teeth.

tne g,antitativeperforTance indicators and the q-alita-
re SA.I resits are cpmplementary and, used together, they sno.)11

prove )al_anI.3 irioe!aliatin:: the effectiveness of in-11'.111a1 'ea,d

r.7,,;ects.

The first f-11-year pel)formance indicator report co.erina the
I978-79 Ir, Tram year was iss_lel in Ferua.ry 1980. Included ire this

, report were responses fro- o.ier 95 percent of all 'ead Start gran!-
ees. Res.dlts'were ,lisplaive3 for inlivi6uaq indicators withineac'^ '

;.rte 3ra c,.J-,onent (e.g., health and education) an] each region
whim fa-_ilitates zo,iparison. E;r example, the percent of ':ead
Start children who rivivel req,tired medical screeninas ranged from
a low of 6c4 percent in Phgil;_n IX to a high of 9r) percent in ?egior

;in!, tre percent families recei,ring social seriicAfre!)-
,,e1: Start ra

4

;el .tre-- 29 nercert in I-4P: percent Pelio-
A/P

A.fr: re-)lyrizts that t,hese'regio(.al,statistics nee 1 farther
ani-e\pla.nation. In April [980, a Teeting of healc!uarters

persoflnel was hell in 'A4shington, ripC., to discuss
estarJis'i i rerf)r-an_e tar4ets. PerforTaniA7: laJlcator pdokoges,

4 perfnr-ahoe profiles of each grantee within the r4ogion,
we "- t,n1)./i.e3 to re,glonal Pegimal offices wi 11
1, a tk-,r, 11 wore to r,,Xplainfiehe,,-varlatIons,in performance

grantees in their eftions. AC'xl- plans that regional
-om-anity representitives gill parts. -spate in establishing perfprm-
ance tar;e:s.inl Jeveloping action plans identifying the activities

wikl 'e uniet-taken ty 1 oo l piograrso imfirore tf;eir

4

Ae relle:e that the performance Inlicatflr initiative has 1114;

put,ential prvilinu pr(p4rarrT management ,With in,C,rma-
tion about the pe,-formanLe of indivilual -Irantees anl A, ri re312,hal
')ffiveS*; l the effort is in its earky sta,)ec, Ind Iaa are no
yet arailatle to se in evaluatinr the results ce -oni*,ring
3r-Intoes wi.h t!-is system.

a
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-.._ :r esti-rites t',-at 're fiscra: rear 1);: c-,st of t),42 pe r*,r--
d-oe 1-1Aodtor .-Itiatiie 4c14-4A t' a_ `-_i- _at S391,f.UO. f. t/-LS total,
Si32,L,r (or ;35 perce--.t) is Le"1-g 175,11.to d oo-..tracz_o,r for co-pil-
1.g, dr.4:1zinl, 4rif/An?, dr. rep:4rt.r-.9. ::27':..ra.- infor-aticr rerort
lata. :he ,1::::IT pro ra- analzst 1- o-drge of t -e perforr-a-ce 1- .1:d-
tor effort exrldirei to us that the coAraot_r as ..:se-' irstedi i7.f.-

.-.:%.F realord6office personnel for reileh r,ing an] verifying !at o-
progrd- 1:f,e'atio/reports to 1-pro e toe aorc:,rdc -,1 -:ccsi,ste-;:,

"1/e,f the :dtd r.ase for the f.._1 -gear perfor-d-e 1.17i.0..- tcrs. 7-e
d-.asst sail t:at pre,is e-]itin? of *,.-Is data r; rezio-al o'fs:--
k.oIty representdt_ves -cl reeh i-oo-.sistet.

4-1:e the -se of a oor,tractr -a rave far'ilitatP] pre-drdt.o-
cf tre f1-yedr repert, 4e t-at 7-tve plans for

an1 ,sir re.21oral office representati es to re-
1e4 Cr-e progrd- ihfor-atio'-, report it the f,t-re.

represe-tati,es dre rea-irei to hae close ocItaot 4it
;ro=eots t- t-e- 71-2, once trai-.0d in '04 toser:oret
snec.f.o ._errs 1-for-a.c- report, t-e s-c,A2 -e
Zittte 1.wf1e t-a- a contractor tc e%al-ate aoc-"d cf -ost

t-e :at, reportei arartees for --c-,t-ey are res2c-sirlA.
E.eoa-se recrese-tatiies are a-o-g _re primary users :f
tre :eff,r-drce '.arse' / rased o- data tal,,e t-e
2r.4.rd- 1-fo,r-atior reports, they naie a aeste-, ihterest 1- ass r-

t -e drdcy :eiha -sed to co.-pile t'e
_-.e .5 realT:ndi off.ce ras alreal'/ deJe:oped a o-7-

p_ter.ze-] -dnaae-ert infor-at!'o_r. syste- (see p. 31') -ses its cc--
--nAtyrepresentatiies for enterino2 all rata A-to its syste-.
Ilts .rata extracte-! fro- the proora- ihfor-aticr report.
-I

se of properly trained co-r-,hity represehtdtlyes to ,*dlidate
Idta rop,rte: Gr 4rdntees before enterin; it into t^e perlIor-ahce

SxSte- snn,l- eni-ance tt,e of theein'licators ar.:
, o-r2ilation trro3:-. s--e

=,,rtr.rao. r ser.'ioes.

S 4
The three fo,er-al rantee -cnitori,-,h sisters provide a struc-

rel-a.r.: _or-prenehslve review prcgr,a- ahu financial activieles.
o -& s_r-tiny of Grantees' operatio-s is accomplisrei ;.ess

for--1A/ ;/:
O

;Is its tqhgrantees,;%i ra"presentatql'es arq
spe,iallsts, such is han,lioN) parent Involve-ent spe-
_ialists throulhut the year. . "

- -Reilonal office rei:ois f irahtees' furidin-1 appliatinns.
pr jrd,- n-arta.tives, an plans.

-Pe ikor.411 ;rAnts franaqe,-elit reie4s of arantees. quarterly
Tinahcial sta*urs reports.

;
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--Pegional .ra-ts -aoge-ent re;iews -f selecteo' gr-lrtees'
fiscal procee4cres.

MVregional offices -y training arl
assistance coctractors who visit grantees.

--Special p.i.rpse contractors' st.;dies of grantees.
4

ACY as three formal systems a,,1 se..eral less for-al processes
monitring the pe1,gram, al-inistratire, an fiscal performance

?!!'s grantees. 7-e formal monitoring systems need i-prove-e,t to
reasooa:,le 2ss.irance that '-ea d. Start u. a, are\

_)!Iwiwating 1- aocor;anc0 Ni orescriced. berfcr-a-00 st'anarls
F0.1era1 :rant provisiors.

-ecom;mendations to .Cme
1/ Secretary of ,:s

.he re-0-.70-1 t-a- t-0 Seore-ary Co-mIssioner
ed
-f

A_1F to ta%:e tre followro.3 s'eps tr.0 "-).-r00 for-a: mcni-
t-,rini syste-s:

t-e fo? oo77...nity representati:es
tm, see *:-at it is --:esionei to produce consistency 1- inter-
pre_1-a prarAm re,l_iirements a"1 arma,tee

.1-a*, if any, a-i-iitional f.irlina is -0010] ry
arlotee-s to 2riog proara-s into fS 1 co7pliarce
performance staniar-!s an -1 a'!--,inistrati'e

t-at alea,ate-reso.rces are -ale a,raila-le to regional
offices so tat 4-1low,p of monitoring 0fforts car te
ao-;eve!.

#
--lssie a anal to gr a nte4,s mcdels of almihistra-

tive forms, recorls, anl

with regional office au-')itors and -.)-KiS grants nanaae-
ment officers to improve the timeliness and .expedite the
regional offices' review of-independent auditors' reports.

.

--'voork with the HPS Aulit_A2enCy -inzieveLopi_ag ani
guidance to independent auditors requiring the

submision of balance sheets ani operating statements show-

ing more detail on expenses.

t

-

9

--4,or'?:.with the PHS Audit Agency and the 'JEWS ;rants
. tracts "lanagjement Division uo'eli-inate the requibreents

for independent audit w'rk which luplicates fAnctions per-
f'irmed by ACYF monitoring team.s. .--rU
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til

regioal office co ---;city r4prese-tati.es to
validate grantees' progra- inforathon reports oefor.e e--
terrng the ,lata into the perfor-11748 i-dicat.nr syster.

bTArFItiG LEVELS A..;-.) FUNDS F-.)? ADMINISTRA:I:E
S7:PPDRT AVEr Nfl,T KEPT PACE WIT:: 1.%:CREASE:
RLSPDNSIBILITIES

Sice the early 1970s, eal Start progra- responsicl.Ities
-a.' increased, c..t staffing ,And f,,r-I1 ng for salaries ar.3 ex7e-.--,,eq4'-:a rot cept pace. New acti0itrVg and alinistrative req..ire-e-ts
-a .re- pee- adaed to "ea:. Start; however, effecti:e prcgra- -a-age-
-ent is :eopardized ceca,;se the n..7-::er of staff has re-a'.-el rel-
ati.rel:, constant anl the fun-ling level for salar.es. a--. e.pe-ses
,as re-ained relati'.ely low.

Prcam Tesorsibilities have inoreasec,
:-...t., staff levels have not 1,,et race

Si" ;e respo.sir_ility for tne .ead Start progra- was ge'.=.--,.P-
ci the Trvise-t rro-' I.E'-_. to "PfS in ,.7.1:z 1969, 'ea; Start 'as 7.1,:_,.-
1- ter-s !f 1-- ease: progra- resporsirilities a-d al-inistrati e
reg,,ire,-ents, w tho-t a corresponding increase 1- its a-a-i-istr.a-
t..'e capacity. -,7-h. following -ea-. Start 4cti-.7ities cega- .,- 9.-2.

pro.gra-: This was create-:, 1-- response to t-e cc--
gressicral -anddte that at 1Past percert of '6 Start
enr-,11-ent in eacn State consist of nandicappe: o-itgre-.
At-o-t 41, _.'C handicappe1 cni'ldre- were errolleg as of April
:7480.

lh
Develovrent Aissociate Training progra-: This wa ,Irler-

ta<en to Improve the competence cf ,:ead Start c/assroo- staff.
It has assessed and certified -pre than 6,000 7erscr4s since
.9'2 an-i, -ad about 8,0b(J read Start staff -e-bers in c1-1:-1
ievel0 opr,ent associate type training as of April 198r).

--:iead Start Supplerentary2r2ara-:. This enarles
tot).1 staff and head Start Barents to recel:e egudation an?trOing at the high school, college, and graduate levels
in a variety ofeducationaloinstitutions-countrywile.

* e,
Sursgq,ently-, several o ;her ra ;or activities were started, 'including
the following:

c

--Prograk-, performance standards and SAV:, 'which were i-rple-
-,ented in July 1975. This process requires annual self-
a.ssessments by about 1,900 locTal E ea l Start, grantees
de?egate agencies, and it requires annual reilews Ly
regional Cmmmunity representatives of these local assess-
r-ent Also, once every 3 years a comprehensive onsitc_.
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Our analysis disclosed that at tie end of fiscal year 1979,
the 10 regional office ACYF staffs had a total of 220 permanent
full-time positions, of which 139 were Head Start positions. Also,
of the recorrended 50 regional specialist positions, our analysis
showed that there were 31 specialist positions, and that 9 regional
offices did not have a Health Specialist, and 9 regional offices
lid not have a Social Services /Outreach Specialist. We also found
that most regional offices supplemented their permanent staffs with
Part-time employees--a total of 48. tne regional office, with a
very large Heal Start worki%ad, made extensive use of part-time
empl9yees, by staffing 20 of 39 positions with permanent part-time
emp167/ees, of whicn 11 worKed 39-hour ...reeks. The 20 part-tit-le
positions included 14 commJnkty representatives.

realq.arters officials toll -Is that the limiting factor in
staffing is the iearrid employment ceilings, proided by the Sec-
rrary of :vIS to "JHDS, based on the overall employment ceiling for
-14:S imposed cy the President. tHIJS ettablishes an employment ceil-
ing for eacr of its oeganizational unyts, such as ACYF. ieal Start
staffing As limited to the n-mber of posit!ions a..thorizel cy the
Co mrissio-er /f ACYF. The following taLle shows the yearend employ-
ent ce.lings for ',ADS for fiscal years 1979 and 1980, 'imposed 1.-;2.

tne Secretary of :*S.

End of Year Employment Ceiling

i
1979 1980 . Decrease

....--- li

- ,(percent)
/

.

/ I
a

. F.111-time perm.hnent employees 1,837 1,467.2 20
-...--Part-time, temporary, and

other employees 2i0 'a 193

Total employment ceiling,
"..H5S 2,047 1,660 19

In connection with another GAO review that involved personnel
ceilings, in February ;,980the Chief of the Resources Sys'rer
Branch, OMB, provided GAO representatives with this OMB.position
on personnel ceilings. "If an agency can not do an adequate jot
because of its ceiling, it should formally request an increase."
OMB says agencies almost never Jo this: In response to the House
Surveys and Investigations Staff to the House Committee on Appro-
priations February 1980 report on Head Start funding and adminis-
tfation, the Secretary of HHS transmitted comments, by an April
20, 1980, letter to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor, Health,
Education, and Welfare, House Committee on Appropriations, which
included informatiob on staffing and administratiye funding. The
Secretary of HHS stated that as a result.of.the evident need for
more 6taff in Head Start and other areas of ACYF1 the new Commis-
siOner of ACYF initiated an ACYF-wide staffing] analysis. The
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st.xtel `_rat the rests of tt-is a-alysls le11 to
the al:,icatin of avallarle staff _;,:ler t'e re1.2-.7e1 e-r31-.)y-

ti t-e areas r_,f The Secretary
stite: that _-ere gas reen a 'hee1 to rring ^ ore resources

t,e an1 -ana9e-ent operatIon
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4,

1117 Salaries represent about 80 per-Lent of tne total salaries an
expenses for Peal Start, and travel represents, the next highest
expense iteT. Personnel ceilings li-it the funding level for
sataries. Iresiiential directives also lint the fundingtlevel
for tra.,e1. or exarpie, (..+MB bulletin %0. 80-3, dated Noverber
16, ,979, was issuei to eAecutive lepartrents and establish-ents

relu,,,e 1)80 ,L1-11:,:ations for travel anu transportation by 8 per-
Lent. ..,%r official of the ,,LLS Budget Thee told us that travel
funlIng nas been insufficient since,1971. Several headTuarters
'ead Start representatives told us that they hau not ceen aisle
to visit regional offices because of insufficient travel funds.
71-e ea. start hea1.1aarters' travel fundirg for fiscal years 1978,
1)7, ar, was $148,464, $125,338, and $115,028, respectively.

is reprJserts a 16- percent reduction in travel f,nding for fis-
_a, 'ear 1979 a--1 an 8- pervert reduction for fiscal year 198'.

;t_ one reional offioe, the reg:ional prograr- -11r-es:tor told -s
tnat trips ri r cor,-Initi representatives to each gra'tee
_r - rir, Issista-,,e, and trublesbooting p-rposes
a. ,ee- _a,oelel fisca. /ear 1979 _;,Ae to lac/. .1ra,e1

tnat t-e une ,isit Li the c--;runiti represe-ta-
ti,e t, A ;car-tee is not enough. Ir, anotheLreglon, that reis one
,f f .1rgest grartv,e '.or<lcads in 'eal St t, 1-,s,filoiert travel
funk 1- fisca'. year 1979 caused a re.uction it tne number of
isits -ale Li unitykepresent.atives to Inintees during. the

yer.

ea, stant ealquarters' officials eApressed Conc ern that
tnei ,a.e 1,-.put into the form,lation of the annual budget for
salaries anl expenses since it is deielopel at a higher le)el of

In, it is casel on the prior /ear's fiscal eAperience, .1`_r
re:,_t.ors 1- travel, printing, etc., being -eine at the level.

stir studies

:'e iAst staff LAtilizal on st,1/ -ade r,r .LS was a "Report
%agpower till zation Survey of date1 Septercer 3C, 1974.

7n is s,r,e/ inoluie! iead Start. The for-rer ,,o-mssioner of As.2'fF:
,s trat the 1978 reorjanization of A,-.1111- was not based on any

staff ana.ysis Jr staff utilization stuly performed by C,HDS. The
ierr,ary 198'J report rf tne houae S,rveys and Investigations Staff

A state-ent by the for'i"rer eal Start Bureau Chief that
st,lies ral neen -ade of staffing requirerents and that it was

nrs that :-ore stl'ff and fan!in'i, was essential to effectively
11J1Lig'_e.r the tfeal Start progr45 . 1

;Arr41.. tii,
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conclusiops

Since 1972, the responsibilities ani elministrative work-
loals of Head Start staff have increased dramatically. however,
staffing levels, and funding for salaries and kxpenses have not
kept pace. 'ne recognize the enormous size and complexity of the
11S organization, in which numerous programompete for limited

ani the possibility that some programs will he unsui-cessf
in obtaining increased administrative support. Althougk we did
not assess Head Start's use of existing staff, based on the prob-
lems identified, we believe HESS should determine the adequacy of
the existing work force and other resources.

Recomrendations of the
Secretary of ;.HS

We recommend that the Secretary direct the Assistant Secretary
for r-Jhr)S to determine the staffing and administratiquireTents
neelel for the lead Start program, and if the Assistant 'Secretary
f ds that the Head Star*.program does not have the resourcesnn els, an! if resources can he made available 4e recomwend that the
Secretary furnish the staff an'other resources necessary for the
program to carry out its responsibilities.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

GRANTEES AND HHS REGIONAL OFFICES VISITED BY GAO

Head Start grantees

Adams Bounty Head Start, Brighton, Colorado.
Boulder County Head Start, Boulder, Colorado.
Butte Silver Bow Anti-Poverty Council, Inc., Butte, Montana.

'Child Start, Inc./Head Start, Missoula, Montana.
Colorado West Community Action Program, Grand Junbtion,- Colorado.
Community Action Pittsburgh, Inc., Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
Community Action Program, Salt Lake City, Utah.
Deerlodge County Head Start, Anaconda, Montana.
dead Start of Colorado Springs, Inc., Colorado Springs, Colorado.
Jefferson County Committee for Economic Opportunity,(Birmingham,

Alabama.
Lift, Inc., Tupelo, Mi'ssit*sippl.
Mississippi Action for Progress, Inc., Jackson, Mississippi.
Ravalli County Head Start, Viarilt')n, Montana.
Rocky Mountain Development Council, Helena, Montana.
Sioux Falls School District, Sioux Falls, Southinakot4.
South Central Community Action Program, Lake Andes, South Dakota.
Tri-County Development Corporation, Guernsey, Wyoming.
University of South Dakota, Vermillion, South Dakota.
Urban Services Agency, Baltimore, Maryland.
Yazoo Community Act2ion, Inc., Yazoo City, Mississippi.

HHS regional offices

Region III - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
Region IV - Atnta, Georgia.
Region VII - Kansas City, Missouri.
Region VIII - Denver, Colorado. A
Region IX - San Francisco, California.
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APPENDIX II

ESTIMATED UN.MFT NEEDS BY STATES .

APPENDIX I I

Estimated?Number of poverty children
Budgeted
average

Served cost per. cost to
by end Not Head Start serve unmet

of fiscal served by child (fiscal (fiscal
Total year 1978 Head Start year 1979)

,need

year 1979)
State (note a) (note a) (note b) (note c) (note b)

klabana 42,310 8,802 33,508 $1,481 $ 49,625,348
Alaska 1,880 80J 1,080 2,266 2,447,280
Arizona 21,780 2,778 19,002 1,723 32,740,446
Arkansas 27,920 5,158 22,762 1,328 30,227,936
California 178,640 23;063 155,577 2,21'3 344,291,901
Colorado 12,930 4,135 8,795 1,526 13,421,170
Connecticut 17,110' 3,942 13,168 1,320 17,381,760
Delaware 3,150 737 2,413 1,659 4,003,167
District of
Columbia 6',520 1,665 4,855 2,747 13,336,685

Florida 70,142 10,3.12 59,788 1,445 86,393,660
Georgia 68,540 8,365 60,175 1,556 93,632,300

5,530 1,073 4,457 2,328 10,375,896
Idaho 5,780 930 4,850 1,829 8,870,650
Illinois 98,640 18,801 79,839 1,595 127,343,205
Indiana 30,020 5,435 24,585 1,462 35,943,270
Iowa 12,410 2,721 9,689 1,459 14,136,251
Kansas 11,330 2,520 8,810 1,594 14,043,140
Kentucky 36,720 9,522 27,198 1,372 37,315,656
Louisiana 48,970 8,339 40,631 1,374 55,826,994
Maine --g,930 1,403 5,527 1,680 9,285,360
Maryland 21,940 4,156 17,784 1,832 32,580,288
Massadhusetts 41,160 6,690 34,470 1,98114 68,491,890
Michigan 63,720 16,700 47,020 1,359 63,900,180
Minnesota 20,640 3,875 16,76 1,465 24,560,725
Mississippi 37,230 29,879 7,351 1,490 10,952,990
Missouri 34,490 8,327 26,163 1,389 36,340,407
Montana 6,690 96 5,729 1,740 111. 9,968,460
Nebraska 9,570 '1,633y 7,937 1,557 12,357,909
Nevada 4,190 380 3,810 2,049 "7,806,690
New
Harpshire 4,840 651 41,189 1.1'913 8,013,557

New Jersey 54,060 7,319 46,741 2,182 101,988,862
New Mexico 16,640 3,386. 13,254 1,056 13,996,224
New York 119,100 16,044 103,056 2,626 270,625,056
North
Carolina 50,910 9,438' 41,472 1,456 60,383,232

North Dakota 2,820 435 2,385 1,312 3,129;120
Ohio 84,940 18,024 66,916 1,335 89,332,860
0k1ah.ma 23,600 6,546 17,054 1,216 20,737,664
Oregon 14,390 2,375 12,015 1,903 22,864,545
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F

Number

State
Total

(note a)...

Pennsylvania
Fhode Island
South

74,
6,

910
350

Oa rolirxa 22; 300
South Dakota 5, 360
Thnnessee 26, 360
.Texas 131, 450
't ah 9, 130

Vernon t 4, 200
Virginia 32, 850
Washington 19,130

. West
Virginia 15, 200

Wisconsin 25, 370
Wyorninge 2, 160
Puerto Rib() 144 ,810

To 1,837,720

(percent) 100

4

of poverty children
aldgeted
average Est irrated

Served cost per cost to
by end Not Leal Start serve u.nret.

of fiscal served by child ( fiscal need ( fiscal
year 1978 Head Start year 1979 ) year 1979 )
cote a) (note b) (note c) (note b)

12,730 62,180 I, 917 119, 199, 060
1, 155 5,195 $ I, 606 S 8, 343, 17Q

3, 974 16, 326 1, 436 23, 444, 1361
782 4, 578 1, 547 7, 082,166

8, 444 17, 916 1, 427 25, 566,132
1-q, 298 113, 152 1, 276 144, 382, 952

1, 364
794

7, 766'
3, 406

1, 491
1, 737

11, 579, 106
5, 916, 22

4, 380 28, 470 1, 826 51, 986, 220
3,642 15, 488 1, 708 26,0153, 504

3, 531 11,669 1, 592 18, 577, 048
5,011 20, 359 I, 548 31, 515, 732

536 1, 624 12, 599 2, 596, 776
13 ,570 131 ,240 11, 762 231 ,244,8&

337,531 1,500,189 $2,566,558,838

18 82

a; Source: ...2=!.'ay 1978 report prepared by the Sibccrmittee on Ernployient,
-) Poverty, and Migratory Labor ; Senate Gcrrittee on Labryr and

i-iran Resources.

1/Sc : GAO canputations .

c/Source: .P.)ocunents prepared by AMT.
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APPENDIX IIJ APPENDIX III

ESTIMATED AVERAGE COST PER CHILD IN HEAD START

FULL YEAR AND PARENT AND COILD CENTERS

P

State

Annual cost
per child

fiscal year 1980

Annual cost
per child

fiscal year 1981

Alabara $1,604 $1,731
Alaska 2,579 2,7832

Arizona 1,931 2,084
Arkansas. 1,490 1,608
California 2,442 22,635
Colosado 1,688
Connectic.t 1,5813 1,705
'Delaware 1,822 1,966
District of

3,088 3,332
Florida 1,662 1,793
Georgia 1,688 1,821
lawns 2,589 2,794
Idaho 1,935 2,088
Illinois 1,785 1,926
Indiana 1,634 1,763
I ow a 1,636 1,765
Kansas 1,792 1,934
Kentucky 1,572 1,696
Louisiana 4- 1,532 1,653
Maine 1,906 2,057
Maryland 2,053 2,215
Massachusetts 2,233 2,409
Michigan 1,543 1,665
Minnesota 1,611 1,738
Mississippi 1,680 1,813
Missouri 1,569 1,693
Montana 1,950 2,104
Nebraska 1,746 1,884
Nevhda A 2,213 2,386
New Harpehire 2,199 2,373
New Jersey 2,444 2,637
New Mexico 1,183 1,276
New York 2,950 3,183
North Carolina 1,638 1,767
North DAkot 1,376 1,485
Ohio 1,474 1,590
Oklahoma, 1,376 1;485
Oregon 2,145 2,314
Pennsylvania 2,132 2,300
Puerto Rico 1,975 2,131
Rhode Island 1,805 1,948
South Carolina 1,668 1,800
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Annual cost
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APPENDIX .III

.

Annual cost

State
per child

fiscal year 1980
per child

fiscal year 1981

South Dakota $1,625 $1,753
Tennessee 1,586 1,711
Utah 1,613 1,740
Vermont 1,547 2,101
Virginia 2,996 2,262
West Virginia 1,791 1,932
Wisconsin 1,693 1,827
Wyoming 1,791 1,932

Source: Documents prepared by ACYF.
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DIkRIBUTION OF AtiNTAL HEAD START FUNDING (note a)

Training and Special Special

P.ead Start technical. Research and haLlicapped prc;ects

Year projects assistance duronstration Eval,lation pr2:-.2ject other

1971 $328,000 $18,000 $ 5,000 $2,500 - -

Percent 92.8 5.1 1.4 0.7

1972 342,708 18,000 5,79 3,0k 1
-

Percent 92.7 4.9 1.6 0.8

1973 363,792 19,150 6,258 3,000 - -

Percent 92.8% 4.9 1.6 0.7
i

1974 363,792 19,150 6,258 3,00Q
A

-

Percent 92.8 4.9 1.6 ' 0.7

co 1975 412,500 19,500 6,000 3,000 - -
x

Percent 935 4.4 1.4 0.7

1976 423,2)82 11,510 4,835 3,373 $1,500 $1,9G0

Percent 93.3 4.3 1.1 0.7 0.3' G.4

1977 443,882 19,150 4,835 3,373 1,500 2,260

Percent 93.5 4 1 0.7 0.3 0.5
e4

1978 587,049 26,160 6,767 3,374 1,650

Percent 93.9 4.2 1.1 0.5 0%3

1979 640,969 22,740 10,767 3,874 1,650 -

Percent 94.3 3.3 1.6 0.6' 0.2

Percent
693,000
94.3 3.4

25,000 10,800
1.5

4,400
0.6

1,800
0.2

-1980

a/Source: Documents prepared by ACYF.

$353,500
100

.

369,500
100

f,'392,200

1QO

392,200
100

441,000
mi

100

454,500
100

475,000
100

625,000
100

680,000
100

'
735,000

PRO

;4

b/Original appropriation was $407.6 million, but was reduced by subsequent rescission of $15.4 million.
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APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI

COMPARISON OF ORGANIZATION IN HEADQUARTERS

AT JANUARY 1973 AND FEBRUARY 29, 1980

January 1973

ProDect Head Start

Acting Chief
Program Inspection Oft4cer
Public Information Officer
Administrative Aide .

Secretaries (3)
Subtotal - 7 positions

Program Management Division
,...

Chief - Vacant
Program Analysts (2)
Secretaries (2)

Subtotal - 5 positions
-,c, (1 vacant)

Career Development &
Time Attendance Division

Chief
Education Specialist
Training Specialists (3)

(1 vacant)
Program Analysts (2)
Program Specialist
Secretaries (3) - (1 vacant)

Subtotal - 11 positions
(2 vacant)

90

February 29, 100

Office of Associ to
Director/Office f

Develo nt Sery ces

Associate Director
Secretaries (3)
Deputy Director - Vacant
Program Analyst
Subtotal 6 positions

(1 vacant)

Program 'Management and
Operations Division

Cg
1:111Wram Analyts (4)
Secretaries (2)
Education Specialist
Subtotal 8 positions

This division was abolished, and
its positions were transferred
into the Program Management
Division in 1975, which subse-
quently was reorganized in
October 1978 into two divisions:
(Program Management & Operations
Division and Program Analysis
Division. Two positions were
lost (16 reduced to 14 positions).

Program Analysis Division

Chief - Vacant -

Program Analyst - Vacant
Program Specialist
Program Assistant
AdministrAtive Aide
Secretary - Vacant
Subtotal - 6 positions

(3 vacant)



APPENDIX VI

,January 1973

Parent & Child Centers Division

Chief'
Program Specialists (3)
1 vacant

Secretary
Clerk Typist
Subtotal - 6 positions

(1 vacant)

IMPD

Chief
Migrant Coordinator
Community Representatives (3)
Secretary
Clerk
Subtotal - 7 positions

Program Development &
Innovation Division

Chief
Medical Officer
Education Officer
Nutritionist - Vacant
Psychologist - Vacant
Parent nvolvement/Social
Services Officer - Vacant

Program Specialist Head Start
Health Program Specialist -
Vacant

Education Program Specialist
Progtam Specialist - Volunteer
Se vices

Program Analysts (2) -
(1 vacant)

Interns (2)
Secretaries (5) - (1 vacant)
Subtotal 19 positions

(6 vacant)
Total Authorized Positions - 55

(10 vacant)

APPENDIX VI

February 29, 1980

This division was abolished in
1975, and the six positions were
transferred to two other divi-
sions: Indian & Migrant Program
'Division and Program Develop-
ment & Innoxption Division.

IMPD

Chief
Migrant Coordinator Vacant
Community Representatives (7)
Secretary
Clerks (3)
Subtotal - 13 positions

(1 vacant)

Development and
Planning Division k

Chief
Medical Officer - Vacant
Education Officer
Nutritionist
Parent Involvement/Social

Services Officer
Program Specialist -

Head Start - Vacant
Health Program Specialists (2)
Education Program Specialists (4)
Program Specialist. Volunteer

Services
Program Analysts (2)
Program Specialist Training
Secretaries (6) (2 vacant)
Subtotal 22 positions

(4 vacant)
Total Authorized Positions'

55 (9 vacant)
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APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII

gh,

PREVIuUS GAO REPORTS ON rHE HEAD TART PROGRAM

"Federal Programs for the Benefit of Disadvantaged Preschool Chil-
dren, Los Angeles, California" (Feb. 14, 1969,' B-157356)

"Review of Economic Opportunity Programs" (Mar. 18 1969, B-130515)

"Project Head Start: Achie /ernents and Problems" (May 20, 1975,
B-164031(1), WU-75-51)

"&e:rvices to Indian Head Start Grantees Under a Special Program"
(No. 4, 1976, B-164031(1) )

"arly Childhood and Family Development Programs Improve the'QuaLity
of Life for Log-Income Families" (Feb. 6, 1979, B-16.4031(1)).

(104091)
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